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RECORD OF DECISION
EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS Superfund SITE

DECISION SUMMARY
1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

1.1 Site Name and Location

The Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund (EMF) site is located in Southeastemn Idaho, approximately 2.5
miles northwest of Pocatello, Idaho (See Figure 1 - Regional Setting). The EMF site includes two
adjacent phosphate ore processing plants- the FMC Corporation Elemental Phosphorus Plant (FMC) and
the J.R. Simplot Company Don Plant (Simplot)- both of which are active facilities that have been
operating since the 1840s. These plants occupy 2,475 acres of the site with approximately 1,450 acres
associated with FMC operations and approximately 1,025 associated with the Simplot Don Plant. Figure
2 shows land ownership around the FMC and Simplot Plants. The entire site encompasses the areal
extent of contamination deemed necessary by EPA for implementation of any response action and
includes both the Company Plant areas and surrounding Off-Plant areas.

1.2 General Site Description

The EMF Site is located at the base of the northern slope of the Bannock Range, where it merges with

‘he Snake River Plain. The southemn part of the site extends into the foothills of the Bannock Range.
The northem part of the site is located at the southeastern edge of the Michaud Flats. The eastern edge
of the site is approximately 2.5 miles northwest of Pocatello, Idaho. The nearest residence is within %
mile north of the Simplot plant and FMC property.

The following is a brief overview of the major features of the site.
1.2.1 Land Use

The EMF site includes land on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, Bannock and Power Counties, and
portions of the cities of Pocatello and Chubbuck. Fort Hall Indian Reservation land in the vicinity of the
site is mainly agriculturai. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands in the vicinity of the site are
designated as multiple use. Unincorporated land in Bannock and Power Counties is mostly agricultural
with scattered residences. Pocatello and Chubbuck iand in the vicinity of the site is primarily zoned for
residential use. Figure 3 shows the zoning in the vicinity of the site. :

Approximately 40% of the land in the vicinity of the site is used for agricultural purposes (50% to 60% is
actively used; the rest is fallow); approximately 10% of the land is residential; 15% to 20% is industrial;
10% is occupied by the Pocatello Municipal Airport; less than 5% is commercial; and



Declaration of Statutory Determinations

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal and State
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-
effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and altermative treatment (or resource recovery)
technologies, to the maximum extent practicable for this site. However, because treatment of the
principal threats of the site was not found to be practicable, this remedy does not utilize the statutory

preference for treatment.

Because this remedy will resuit in hazardous substances remaining on-site above heaith-based levels,
a review will be conducted within five years after commencement of remedial actions to ensure that the
remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human heaith and the environment.
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implement legally enforceable land use controls to prevent potential future residential use
of the Simplot property and control potential worker exposures under current and future
ownership.

Excavate contaminated soils from the dewatering pit and east overflow pond.

Monitor ground water and implement legally enforceable controls that will run with the land
to prevent use of contaminated ground water for drinking purposes under current and
future ownership. Ground water monitoring and enforceable controis will continue until
site contaminants of concemn in ground water decline to below MCLs or RBCs for those
substances.

Impiement operation and maintenance on the ground water extraction system

Off-Plant Area - Actions Common to Both Simplot and FMC Operable Units

Implement legally enfdrceable land use controls and monitoring in the Off-Plant area to
restrict property use due to potential exposure to radionuclides in soils and inform future
property owners of the potential human heaith risks associated with consumption of
homegrown fruits and vegetables

Monitor fluoride levels around the site in order to determine the levels of fluoride present
and to evaluate the potential risk to ecological receptors . If levels which are measured
indicate a risk may exist, further evaluation would occur followed by source control or
other action, if necessary.

Conduct ground water monitoring in the off-plant area to: 1) determine the effectiveness
of the Plants’ source control measures; 2) insure contaminants are not migrating into the
off-plant area; and, 3) insure that the remedy remains protective of human health and the
environment.

Except as expressly stated in CERCLA, the NCP, or this ROD, the ROD is not designed to address
FMC's or Simplot's ongoing operations, or to preclude, or in any way affect, the need for the Plants’
ongoing operations to comply with other environmental laws or regulations.

While not part of the selected remedy, the remedy assumes continued operation of the Plants by FMC
and Simplot in compliance with all Federal and State environmental requirements as well as the
applicable closure requirements in the event that either Plant ceases operation. If new information
becomes available that indicates that the remedy is not protectlve of human health or the environment,

additional CERCLA action may be required.



Description of the Selected Remedy

The EPA has divided the site into two operable units (OUs) in order to facilitate a cieanup of this large
site. Following an agreement with FMC Corporation and J.R. Simplot Company, the owner and operators
of the two industrial plants, respectively, at the site, these operable units each incorporate action for the
Off-Plant areas identified in the Proposed Plan. The operable units are:

FMC operable unit (includes all of the Off-Plant Aréa)
Simplot operable unit (includes all of the Off-Plant Area)

The remedy described in this ROD addresses both OUs and involves capping contaminated soils,
extraction of contaminated ground water, and monitoring and institutional controls. The major
components of the selected remedy are highlighted below. -

FMC Operable Unit

. Cap Old Phossy Waste Ponds and Calciner Solids Storage area and line Railroad Swale
to reduce or eliminate infiltration of rainwater and prevent incidental exposure to
contaminants.

. Monitor Ground water and implement legally enforceable controls that will run with the

land to prevent use of contaminated ground water for drinking purposes under current and
future ownership. Ground water monitoring and enforceable controls will continue until
site contaminants of concem (COCs) in ground water decline to below the Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) or risk-based concentrations (RBCs) for those substances.

= implement legally binding land use controls that will run with the land to prevent potential
future residential use and control potential worker exposures under future ownership.

s Implement contingent ground water extraction/treatment system if contaminated ground
water migrates beyond Company owned property and into adjoining springs or the
Portneuf River. Containment of contamination shall be achieved via hydrodynamic
controls such as long-term ground water gradient control provided by low level pumping.

Extracted ground water will be treated and recycled within the plant to replace
unaffected ground water that would have been extracted and used in plant operations.

= Conduct operation and maintenance on capped areas and ground water extraction
system, if implemented.

Simplot Operable Unit

e Implemént a ground water extraction éysiem to contain contaminants associated with the
phosphogypsum stack.



RECORD OF DECISION
EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS SUPERFUND
SITE

Declaration for the Record of Decision

Site Name and Location

Eastern Michaud Flats
FMC and Simplot Operabie Units
Pocatello, |daho

Statement of Basis and Purpose

tis decision document presents the selected remedial actions for the Eastern Michaud Flats Site located

ar the city of Pocatello, Idaho. The remedy was developed in accordance with the requirements of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. §9601 et.
seq. (CERCLA) as amended, and to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R. Part 300. This decision is based on the administrative
record for this site.

A letter indicating the State of idaho concurs with the selected remedy is in Appendix C of this ROD.
The Shoshone Bannock Tribes have substantially participated in the RI/FS and provided comments on
the proposed plan and draft ROD in September 1997. In those comments, which are attached to the
responsiveness summary in Appendix B, the Tribes indicated that they would not concur with the ROD
as drafted. In the subsequent eight months EPA has worked to understand and address the concerns
of the Tribes. This ROD and responsiveness summary has been changed as a resuit. However, on
some critical issues, EPA could not agree to the changes requested by the Tribes, for reasons explained
in the responsiveness summary. On June 4, 1998 EPA received a letter from the Tribes identifying which
actions in the ROD they support and the reasons for non-concurrence on the ROD. This letter is included
in Appendix C of this ROD.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not addressed by implementing
the response actions selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.



LIST OF ACRONYMS USED (CONTINUED)

RI Remedial Investigation

RME Reasonable Maximum Exposure
ROD Record of Decision

SF Slope Factor

SIMPLOT J.R. Simplot Company Don Plant
SIP State Impiementation Plan

TIP Tribal Implementation Plan
UCL Upper Confidence Limit

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey



LIST OF ACRONYMS USED IN THIS DOCUMENT

AFLB  American Falls Lake Bed

AOC Administrative Order on Consent

ARAR  Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substances Disease Registry
BAPCO Bannock Paving Company

BLM Bureau of Land Management

CAA Clean Air Act

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations

COCs  Contaminants of Concern

COPCs Contaminants of Potential Concemn

CRP Community Relations Plan

CT Central Tendency

E&E Ecology & Environment

ECAO  Environmental Criteria Assessment Office

EMF Eastern Michaud Flats Site

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FIP Federal Implementation Plan

FMC FMC Corporation

‘ ‘[SE Feasibility Study
AST Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables
Hl

Hazard Index
HQ Hazard Quotient
ICR Incremental Carcinogenic Risk

IDEQ Idaho Division of Environmental Quality

IRIS Integrated Risk Information System

IwWw Industrial Wastewater

MCL Maximum Contaminant Level

Mg/Kg Milligrams/Kilograms (parts per million)
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NCP National Contingency Plan

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPL Nationa| Priority List

NW] National Wetland Inventory

O&M  Operation & Maintenance

OSHA  Occupational Safety and Health Administration
ou Operable Unit

PM,, Particulate Matter less than 10 microns

PRP Potentially Responsible Party

RCRA  Resource Conservation Recovery Act

RfD Reference Dose

RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

ix



JABLE TITLE PAGE
1 FMC Facility - Unlined Former Ponds Historical Summary ........................... A-23
2 Ratio of Concentrations of Substances Relative to Local Background Soils ............... A-27
3 Summary of On-Site (Plant Area) Surface Soil Analytical Results ...................... A-29
3A Summary of Off-Site (Off-Plant Area) Surface Soil Analytical Results .................. A-30
4 Gross Alpha Activitiesin Soilat Simplot . . .. ....... .. .. ... .. .. i A-32
5 Summary of Ground water Analytical Results . ............ ... . ... . ... . ... ... A-33
6 Summary of Air Analytical Results ........... ... ... ... .. . A-37
7 Portneuf River Delta Sediment Comparison to Background ........................... A-39
8 Terrestrial Ecologic Investigations Summary forSoil ......... ... ... ... ... .. ... .. A-40
9 Terrestrial Ecologic Investigations Summary for Vegetation .......................... A-41
10 Terrestrial Ecologic Investigations Summary for DeerMice ........................... A-44
11 EMF Soil Screening Criteria. . ...t e A-45
12 EMF Ground water Screening Criteria .. ... ... ... ...ttt A-47
13 EMF Air Screening Criteria .. .......... ...ttt A9
14 List of COPCs for Site . ........iiitit ittt ittt ittt et eiaaeenns 39
15 Toxicity Values for Carcinogenic Effects .......... ... ... . ... ... ... ... ... A-50
16 Toxicity Values for Noncarcinogenic Effects .......... ... ... ... . ... ... .. ...... A-51
17 Toxicity Values for Radionuclides . ...t it i iieiann. A-56
18 Radionuclides Cancer Risks Current Exposure in Existing Residential Areas ............. A-57
19 Summary of Radiological Carcinogenic Risks to Residents from Soil and Vegetation ...... A-58
20 Chemical Cancer Risks Current Exposure in Existing Residential Areas ................. A-59
21 Summary of Noncarcinogenic Risks (HQs) to Residents from Soil and Vegetation ......... A-60
22 Hazard Quotients for Cadmium Exposure From Homegrown Produce ................... A-68
23 Summary of Chemical Risks to Residents from Inhalation ............................ A-69
24 Summary of Radiological Carcinogenic Risks to Residents from Inhalation .............. A-70
25 Summary of Potential Chemical Cancer Risks for Workersat FMC ..................... A-71
26 Summary of Chemical Risks for Workersat Simplot ................................ A-73
27 Summary of Potential Radiological Risks for Workersat FMC ........................ A-74
28 Summary of Radiological Risks for Workersat Simplot . ............................. A-76
29 Summary of Noncarcinogenic Risks for Workersat FMC ............................ A-77
30 Summary of Noncarcinogenic Risks for Workers at Simplot .......................... A-78
31 Maximum and Average PM,, and TSP Values at Air Monitoring Sites .................. A-79
32 Summary of Ecological COPCsby Media ............. ... ... ... ... ... .ciiiiiiiia... 46
33 HQforPlants ...... ..o i A-80
34 HQforMammals ... e e e A-82
35 HQfor Birds . .....o.viti i i i e e A-84
36 Risk Based and Maximum Concentration of COCs in Ground water ...................... 52 .
37 Risk Based and Maximum Concentration of COCs in Surface Water .................... A-86

LIST OF TABLES

viii



O 00 I ON WV & WLWHN —= OV 00 W oHh W —O

LIST OF FIGURES

PAGE
Regional Setting .......... ..ttt ittt e 6
Land Ownership . ...ttt i e e 7
Zoning in Vicinity of the Site . . .. ... .. e A-2
Schematic Block Diagram at EMF facilities. . ........ ... .. ... .. ... ... ot 9
Location of Hydrogeologic cross sections . ...............c.oviiiernnrenenn.. A-3
A-A’Cross Section (1 0f2) .. ooviit it e e AP A-4
A-A’ Cross Section (2 0f 2) ..ot e A-S
Contours of Shallow Ground water Elevations ................................ A-6
Contours of Deeper Ground water Elevations ................. ... ... ... ... .. A-7
Effects of Plant Productions Wells on Deep Ground water Flowpaths .............. A-8
Major Surface Water FeaturesintheRegion .............. ... ... ... .. oo, A-9
Prevailing Wind Direction . ..........oiiiiitinin it ii it A-10
Habitat and Vegetation Cover Types in the Vicinity ofthe Site .................... 11
Major Features of FMC Plant . . ... ... o it et 13
Simplot Plant Area . ....... ...t e 14
Surface Soil Sampling Locations .................. it A-11
Cadmium Concentrations in Surface Soils . . ......... ... . ... .o iiiiina.. A-12
Fluonide Concentrations in Surface Soils . . ............. ... .. ... ... .. ..., A-13
Well Location Map . . ......... . i e A-14
Arsenic Concentration in Shallow Aquifer ............. ... ... ... ... .. ..., 32
Ground water Flow in the Southwestern Area of the FMC Facility ............... A-15
EMF Air Monitoring Sites . ...... ..ottt ittt A-16
Conceptual Site Model ....... .. ... .. e A-17
Existing Residential Areas .......... ... ... .. i 37

OffPlant Areas Where Radionuclide Activities Exceed the 10-6 Incremental Risks ... A-18
OffPlant Areas Where Radionuclide Activities Exceed the 10-5 Incremental Risks . .. A-19
OffPlant Areas Where Radionuclide Activities Exceed the 10-4 Incremental nsks ... A-20
OffPlant Areas Where Cadmium Concentrations Exceeda HQof 1 ............ ... A-21
OffPlant Areas Subject to Residential Use Monitoring . ........................ A-22

vii



10.2.3.1 Construction of Radon Resistant Buildings (Alternative F4/F4A)

................................................. 71
10.2.4 Off-Plant Area . ... ... ... . ... e, 71
10.2.4.1 Fluoride Monitoring (Alternative O3) ... ..... . .......... 71
10.2.4.2 Soils (Altermative O3) ... ... ... .. ... ... ... ..., 72
10.2.4.3 Ground water Monitoring . . ... .. ...... ... ... ... ... 73
10.2.5 Estimated Cost for FMC Operable Unit . . . .. ... ... ... ......... 73
10.3 Five Year Review Requirements ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . ... ... 73
11.0 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS . . . . . . e 74
11.1  Protection of Human Health and the Environment . . . ... .. .. ... ... .. .. 74
11.2 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements . ... .............. 75
11.3 CostEffectiveness . . ... .. . ... ... e 76
11.4 Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies to the
Maximum Extent Practicable . . ........ ... ... .. . . ... . ... ... ... .. 76
11.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element . . . ... ... . ... ... ..... 76
12.0 Documentation of Significant Differences . . .. ......................... 77
12.1 FMC Operabie Unit Extraction and Treatment .................... 77
APPENDIX A
ADDITIONAL FIGURES AND TABLES . ... ... .. ... . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... A-1
* APPENDIX B
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY . ... ... e B-1
APPENDIX C
STATE OF IDAHO CONCURRENCEWITHREMEDY ... . ... . ... . ... ... .. .. C-1
APPENDIX D
METHOD USED TO ESTIMATE CONCENTRATIONS OF RADON
ININDOOR AIR . . D-1
APPENDIX E
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX. . . . ... ... . . . . E-1

vi



9.1.1 Overall protection of human health and the environment ........... 59
9.1.2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

(ARARS) . . .. 60
9.2 Primary Balancing Criteria . ... ... ... ... . .. ... 61
9.2.1. Long-term effectiveness and permanence . ..................... 61

9.2.2. Reduction of toxicity, mability, or volume through treatment or recycling
e 61
9.2.3 Short-term effectiveness . ....... ... ... ... ... . L. 62
9.2.4 Implementability .. ........ . ... ... 62
825 EstimatedCost . ..... ... .. . ... 63
9.3 Modifying Criteria . ... ........ ... . . . . e 63
9.3.1 Stateacceptance ........... ... ... 63
9.3.2. Community acceptance . ..... ...ttt 63
10.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY . . ... .. e 63
10.1 Simplot Operable Unit (QU) .. ... .. ... . . . . . .. 64
10.1.1 Groundwater . ... ... .. ... 64
10.1.1.1 Ground water Extraction (Altemative S4B) . .. ... .. ... ... 64
10.1.1.1.2 Ground water Extraction System Evaluation . . . . .. 64

10.1.1.2 Improvement to Gypsum Decant System (Alternative S4B) . . 65
10.1.1.3 Ground water Monitoring and Evaluations (Alternative S4B) . 65

10.1.2 Air (Altemative S4B) . . ... ... .. .. ... 65

10.1.3 Soils and Solids (Altemative S4B) . ........................... 66

10.1.3.1 Worker Safety Programs (Alternative S4B) ... ........... 66

10.1.3.2 Personnel Monitoring (Altemative S4B) .. ............... 66

10.1.4 Land Use Controls (Alternative S4B) . . . ........................ 66

10.1.4.1 Construction of Radon-Resistant Buildings (Altemative S4B)

................................................. 66

10.1.5 Off-Plant Area . . ... .. ... . 66

10.1.5.1 Fluoride Monitoring (Altemative O3) .. ................. 67

10.1.5.2 Soils (Alternative O3) . .............. ... ... ......... 67

10.1.5.3Ground waterMonitoring ............................ 68

10.1.6 Estimated costs for the SimplotOU . . .................... 68

10.2 FMC Operable Unit . . . . .. ... ... 68

10.2.1 Contaminated Ground water (Altemative F4/F4A) . ... ... ... .. .. .. 68

10.2.1.1 Ground water Monitoring and Evaluation . . ... ..... ... ... . 68

10.2.1.2 Contingent Ground water remedy (Altemative F8B) ....... 69

10.2.1.2.1 Ground water Extraction System Monitoring . . . . .. 70

10.2.1.3 Point of Compliance for Groundwater ... ............... 70

10.22Soilsand Solids . . . . .. ... ... 70
10.2.2.1 Capping Ponds and Calciner Solids Area (Altemnative F4/F4A)

................................................. 70

10.2.2.2 Railroad Swale (Alternative F4/F4A) . . ................. 71

10.2.3 Land Use Restrictions . . .. ... ... ... ... .. . . . . ... 71



7.0 REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES . . . ... .. . 50

7.1 FMCand Simplot Plant . . .. ... .. ... ... 51

7.2 Off-Plant Area . . . ... ... 51

8.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES . .. .. ... .. . . i 53

B.1 Off-Plantarea . ......... ... . 53

8.1.1 Alternative 01: No Action .. ... ... ... ... .. ... . ... .. 53

8.1.2 Alternative 02: Vegetation/Bio Monitoring ... .................... 53

8.1.3 Alternative 03: Institutional Controls . .. ....................... .. 54

8.1.4 Alternative 04: Removal and Replacement of ScilCover . . ... ... ... . 54

8.2 FMC Subarea (FMC) ... ... ... e 54

8.2.1 Alternative F2: No Further Action . ... ............ ... ... ... ..... 54

8.2.2 Alternative F3: Institutional Controis and Ground water Monitoring . . . . 55

8.2.3 Alternative F4: Institutional Controls, Surface Controls and Soil Cover, and

‘ Ground water Monitoring . . ......... .. ... ... 5L
| 8.2.4 Aitemnative F4A: Institutional Controls, Surface Controls and Capillary Barrier
' Cap. and Ground waterMonitoring . . .......................... 55
3 8.2.5 Alternative F5A: Institutional Controis, Source Containment and Native Soil
: Cap, and Ground waterMonitoring . . .. .. ...................... 56
{ 8.2.6 Alternative F5B: Institutional Controis, Source Containment and Asphaitic
i Concrete Cap, and Ground water Monitoring . ................... 56
8.2.7 Alternative F5C.: Institutional Controls, Surface Controls and Muliti-Layer Cap,

Source Containment, and Ground water Monitoring . . ............. 56

8.2.8 Alternative F6A- Institutional Controls, Source Containment and Asphaltic
Concrete Cap, Excavation and Disposal, and Ground water Monitoring

....................................................... 56

8.2.8 Altemative F6B. Institutional Controls, Surface Controls and Soil Cover,

Excavation and Stabilization, and Ground water Monitoring . ... ... .. 57

8.2.10 Alternative F7-Institutional Controls, Surface Controls and Multi-Layer Cap,

and Ground water Monitoring, Extraction and Recycling: ........... 57

8.2.11 Altemative F8B- Institutional Controls, Surface Controls and Asphaltic

Concrete Cap, Excavation and Stabilization, and Ground water Monitoring,

Extraction, Treatmentand Recycling . ......................... 57
8.3 Simplot Plant .. ... ... 58
8.3.1 Alternative S2: No Further Action . . . ... .. ... ... ... ......... 58
8.3.2 Alternative S3: Institutional Controls & Ground water Monitoring . . . . . . 58

8.3.3 Alternative S4A: Institutional Controls, Removal/Disposal, Source
Control #1. . . .. 58
8.3.4 Alternative S4B: Institutional Controls, Removal/Disposal, Ground water
Containment, Source Control #1 .. ... ... ... ... .. .......... .. 59

8.3.5 Alternative S5: Institutional Controls, Removal/Disposai, Source

Control #2 . ...... ... ... .. ... . ... .... e 59
9.0 SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES ................. 59
9.1 Threshold Criteria . . . . .. ... ... . .. e 59

iv



A1 A . e 23
4.2 RCORA . 24
5.0 SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS .. ... ... .. .. i 25
S.1 GeologicSetting ... ... ... ... 26
5.2 Hydrogeology . ... ... .. 26
5.3 Surface Water Hydrology ... ........ ... ... i 27
54 Climate . ........ .. . ... 27
5.5 Ecosystems and Speciesof Concern . .......... ... ... 28
5.6 Key Remedial Investigation Findings .. ........ ... . ... ... ... .. ........ 29
56.1 SoilsandSolids . ........ ... .. ... .. . ... . .. ... ... ... S 29

5.6.2 Groundwater . .. ... ... ... e 30

5.6.3 Surface Water/Sediments . ........... .. .. .. .. .. ... 31

B B4 AT .. e 33

5.6.5 Terrestrial and Aquatic Investigations ... .............. ... ...... 34

6.0 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS ... ... . i e e 35
6.1 HumanHealthRisks .. ...... ... . ... .. ... . .. 35
6.1.1 Approachto HumanHealthRisks .......... ... ... ... ......... 35

6.1.2 Conceptual Site Model . . ...... ... ... ... ... .. . . . ... 35

6.1.3 Background Concentrations .. .................. . ... ... 36

6.1.4 Contaminants of PotentiaiConcern . . .. ........... ... .. ....... 36

6.1.5 Toxicity Assessment . ..................... e 38

6.1.5.1 Quantitative Indices of Toxicity ........................ 38

6.1.5.2 Combining Radionuclide and Chemical Cancer Risks .. ... .. 40

6.1.6 Exposure ASsesSment ... ............. .. ... 40
6.1.6.1 Alternate Future Uses of the FMC and Simplot Plants . . . . . .. 41

6.1.7 Risk Characterization . ............... ... ... .. ... ... .. ..., 41
6.1.7.1 Residential Areas . .............. ... ... 42

6.1.7.1.1 NearPlantAreas ............................ 42

6.1.7.1.2 Existing Residential Areas . .................... 42
6.1.7.2PlantWorkers . . ... ... .. ... ... e 43

6.1.7.2.1 NoncarcinogenicRisks ....................... 44

6.1.7.3 Assessment of Potential Health Effects from Inhalation of Airborne

Particulate Matter (PMyg) . ........... .. ... ... ... .. 44

6.2 Ecological Risk Assessment . .. ............. .. . . . . i 45
6.3 Uncertainty . . .............. . . .. . e 47
6.3.1 Uncertainty in the Human Health Risk Assessment ................ 48
6.3.1.1 Air Pathway Uncertainty . .. ........ . 48

6.3.1.2 Summary of the Exposure Assessment Uncertainties . . . . . .. 49

6.3.1.3 Summary of Toxicity Assessment Uncertainties ........... 50

6.3.2 Ecological Risk Assessment Uncertainties .. ..................... 50

6.4 Need for Action . . ... .. .. . . e 50

iii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFACE . . ... i
LIST OF FIGURES . . ... e e vii
LISTOF TABLES .. ... ... . i ix
LIST OF ACRONYMS USED INTHISDOCUMENT . .. ... ... .. .. ... ......... P X
DECLARATION FCR THE RECORD OF DECISION .. ... ... .. . . .. . . . . 1
1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATION, ANDDESCRIPTION . .. . ... ... .. .. ... . . . .. 5
1.1 Site NameandlLocation . ... ... ... ... ... . . ... 5

1.2 General Site Description . ... ... ... e e 5

1.2.1 Land Use .. ... e 5

1.2.2 Geology and Hydrogeology . ........ ...ttt 8

1.2.3 Hydrology (SurfaceWater) . . ......... ... .. ... i 8

1,24 Climate . . ... .. e e 10

1.25 Ecology ... e 10

1.3 Site Subareas . ............ . 10

1.3.1 FMCPlantArea ... ... ... ... ... .. . . e 12

1.3.2 Simplot Plant Area . . . ... ... ... .. 12

1.33 Off-Plant Area . ..... ... ... .. . .. .. . 15

2.0 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENTACTIVITIES .. ....... ... ... ... ... ...... 16
2.1 Historical Land Use . . ... ... . . e 16

21 A FMC Plant . ... 16

21.2Simpiot Plant . .. .. ... 16

2.2 Previous Studies . . . ... ... 17

2.3 Listing on the National Priorities List . . ... ....... ... ... .. ... .. ........ 17

2.4 Company ActionstoDate . ... .. ... . ... . . .. ... ... 17

241 SImplot . ... 18

2.4.2 FMC . . e 19

2.5 History of EPA Enforcement Activity . ........ ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 20

' 25 1FMC PIaNt .. ... 20
258.2Simplot Plant . ... .. ... 21

253 0ff-Plant Area . ... ... 21

3.0 HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION . ... .. ... ... .. 21

i1



PREFACE

This Record of Decision documents the remedial action plan for contaminated ground water and
associated sources and contaminated soils at the Eastem Michaud Flats Superfund site. This
Record of Decision serves three functions:

a it certifies that the remedy selection process was carried out in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act as
amended, and to the extent practicable, with the National Contingency Plan.

a It summarizes the technical parameters of the remedy, specifying the treatment,
engineering, and institutional components, as well as remediation goals.

. It provides the public with a consolidated source of information about the site, the
selected remedy, and the rationale behind the selection.

s In addition, the Record of Decision provides the framework for transition into the
next phases of the remedial process, Remedial Design and Remedial Action.

The Record of Decision consists of three basic components: a Declaration, a Decision Summary,
and a Responsiveness Summary. The Declaration functions as an abstract for the key information
contained in the Record of Decision and is signed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Regional Administrator. The Decision Summary provides an overview of the site characteristics,
the altemative evaluated, and an analysis of those options. The Decision Summary also identifies
the selected remedy and explains how the remedy fulfills statutory requirements. The
Responsiveness Summary addresses public comments received on the Proposed Plan, the
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, and other information in the administrative record.

This Record of Decision is organized into three main sections: the Declaration, the Decision
Summary, and Appendices. Appendix A contains additional tables and figures; Appendix B
consists of the Responsiveness Summary; Appendix C contains the concurrence letter from the
State of Idaho; and, Appendix D contains the method used to estimate concentrations of radon in
indoor air.
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g remainder is undeveloped sagebrush steppe, mainly in the hills south of the site, or riparian wetland
bordering the Portneuf River in the Fort Hall bottoms area north of the site.

Four schoois are located within the EMF study area: Wilcox Elementary School and Hawthorne Junior
High School in the City of Pocatello; Chubbuck Elementary School in Chubbuck; and, the Idaho State
Aircraft Mechanics Schooli at the Pocatello Airport. In addition, six licensed day-care centers and one
retirement home, the Cottonwood Cove Retirement Community, are located in the study area. There
are no hospitals or nursing homes within the study area.

1.2.2 Geology and Hydrogeology

Volcanic bedrock and coarse gravel underiay the site. The general stratigraphy in the study area includes
(from the bottom) volcanic bedrock units, coarse volcanic and quartzitic gravel, fine-grained sediments
of the American Falls Lake Bed, the Michaud gravels, and calcareous silts and clays (Figure 4 shows a
schematic block diagram at the site). The latter surface soils range in thickness from 10 to 40 feet and
have an alkaline pH that neutralizes acidic solutions and precipitates metals. (Figure S5 shows the
location of -hydrogeologic cross sections and Figures 6 and 7 show the east - west cross section across
the FMC and Simplot Plants).

Ground water at the site flows from the Bannock Range foothills toward the north/northeast through
unconsolidated sediment overlying the volcanic bedrock. Figures 8 and 9 depict the ground water flow
ttemns at the FMC and Simplot Plants. Shallow and deep aquifer zones, separated by confining strata,
‘e present in the Plant areas and to the north. Depths to water in the shallow aquifer range from 170
eet below ground surface in the Bannock Range area to 55 feet below ground surface in the Michaud
Flats area. Shallow ground water flows into the valley where it mixes with the more prolific Michaud Flats
and Portneuf River ground water systems. Ground water within the deeper aquifer is either captured by
production wells at the Plants or continues northward where it flows upward to the shallow aquifer (Figure
10 depicts the effects of plant production wells on deep ground water flowpaths). The shallow ground
water and a significant portion of the deeper ground water flowing under the Plants discharges to the
Portneuf River through Batiste Springs, Swanson Road Springs, and as baseflow to the River in the reach
between these springs.

1.2.3 Hydrology (Surface Water)

The Portnuef River, which lies to the east and north of the Plants, is the major surface water at the site.
To the south of Interstate 86, it is a losing stream. To the north of Interstate 86, it is a gaining stream fed
by ground water base flow and a series of springs. The Portneuf River flows into the American Falls
Reservoir. Figure 11 shows the major surface water features in the region.

Rainwater which falls or flows onto the FMC and Simplot Plants is captured and controlled on-site such
that there is no stormwater runoff from the facilities. The only surface water flowing from the EMF
facilities is the permitted discharge of non-contact cooling water through the IWW ditch to the Portneuf
River.
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9.4 Climate

The EMF site is located in a semi-arid region, with approximately 11 inches of total precipitation during
a year. Net annual potential evapotranspiration rates' in the area exceed annual precipitation. Prevailing
winds are from the southwest as shown in Figure 12. However, there is also a secondary wind
component out of the southeast which appears to be a drainage wind that flows out of the Portneuf River
valley, primarily at night.

1.2.5 Ecology

The FMC and Simplot plants are industrial facilities and much of the land surface has been disturbed
resulting in limited areas with vegetation. Major terrestrial vegetation cover types and wildlife habitats
around the Plants include agricultural, sagebrush steppe and wetland/riparian. Figure 13 shows the
habitat and vegetation cover types in the vicinity of the site. Wildlife habitats in the vicinity of the EMF
site include: sagebrush steppe, grassiand riparian, cliff and juniper. Listed species which occur within
the vicinity of the Site include the bald eagle, the peregrine falcon and possibly the orchid Ute Ladies'-
tresses. The bald eagle and the orchid Ute Ladies'-tresses are listed as threatened, and the peregrine
falcon is listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act.

The most significant aquatic habitats in the vicinity of the site are the Portnuef River and associated
springs and niparian corridor and the Fort Hall Bottoms (a sacred site to the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes).
These areas are designated wetlands under the National Wetland Inventory of the United States Fish and
ldlife Service. The Portneuf River supports an extensive riparian community, which is an important
ource of food, cover, and nesting sites for many wildlife species. Thousands of individuals of numerous
migratory bird species use areas in and near the site, particularly the Fort Hall Bottoms.

1.3 Site Subareas

During the course of the RI, all property outside of the FMC and Simplot operational areas (beyond their
fence line) was described as “off-site.” Although the term “site” or “on-site” is defined in EPA regulations
as, “the areal extent of contamination and all suitable are \s in very close proximity to the contamination
necessary for impiementation of the response action,” generally, site boundaries are not fixed until the
R! is completed and the “areal extent of contamination” has been ascertained. In the risk assessment
and FS, adjacent company owned properties, some of which were acquired during the R|, are considered
to be part of the plant and were not evaluated for either current or future residential use. The FS and risk
assessment refer to these areas as the FMC Subarea, Simplot Subarea, and Off-site Subarea based on
ownership in order to facilitate the RI/FS process prior to precise fixing of site extent or boundary.

1 Evapotranspiration is highly variabie from point to point and is highly dependent on the presence of

' vegetation.
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Q;"f clarity, the proposed plan and this ROD refer to these areas as the FMC Plant, Simplot Plant. and

-Plant areas based on ownership and on the RI/FS documents. “Off-site” would be inaccurate
because the Off-Plant is officially within the site. The three areas of the site are discussed separately
below:

1.3.1 FMC Plant Area

The FMC Plant Area is defined as all properties owned by FMC Corporation and is shown in Figure 14.
These properties were owned by FMC at the beginning of the remedial investigation in 1992, with the
exception of the Batiste Property. This 23-acre parcel was purchased from the Union Pacific Railroad
by FMC in August 1995 and is shown as Batiste Springs on Figure 2. The FMC Plant operations areas
are primarily those portions of the FMC Plant Area located south of Highway 30. This area includes all
ore processing, byproduct handling, and byproduct and waste storage faciiities. The northem FMC
properties are defined as all adjacent property owned by FMC which is within the FMC Subarea north
of Highway 30. The majority of the FMC Plant is Incated within the boundaries of the Fort Hall Indian
Reservation.

The FMC piant manufactures elemental phosphorus. The phosphate rock is crushed, conveyed and
formed into briquettes. The briquettes are heated or “caicined” to remove organic material and water,
and to form heat-hardened nodules for further processing. Caiciner emissions go through a series of
primary and secondary wet scrubbers. The nodules are cooled and blended with coke and silica before
being fed to an electric arc fumace. In the fumace high temperatures drive off phosphorus and carbon
monoxide. Fumace off-gases pass through electrostatic precipitators to remove dust before entering

ndensers, where phosphorus is condensed into a liquid. The carbon monoxide is used as a pnmary

| and any excess is flared. Molten residues are periodically withdrawn from the furmace and allowed
to solidify into the by-product slag and co-product ferrophos. The slag, predominantly calcium silicate,
is stockpiled at the facility. Various lined and uniined surface impoundments have been used to manage
process wastewater containing phosphorus. Bannock Paving Company (BAPCQ) operated a paving and
aggregate handling facility on land leased from and adjacent to the FMC Plant during the RI. Activities
periodicaily conducted at this facility included asphalt batching, coke drying, and slag and ferrophos
crushing. Operations at BAPCO were discontinued on March 12, 1995.

1.3.2 Simplot Plant Area

The Simplot Plant area is defined as all those properties and operating facilities owned by the J.R.
Simplot Company and is shown in detail in Figure 15. The Don Plant area is defined as the portion of
the Simplot Subarea located to the south of the Union Pacific Railroad, which runs parallei to Highway
30. The Don Plant area includes all ore processing, byproduct and product handling, and byproduct and
waste storage facilities. The northern Simplot properties are defined as all contiguous property owned
by the J.R. Simplot Company to the north of the Don Plant northern fence line. The northern Simplot
properties include ponds used in the treatment of various non-contact water streams, laboratory wastes
and storm water from the Don Plant. The Portneuf River flows through the northeastern portion of the



Qimplot Subarea, but for the purposes of the FS it was included in the Off-Plant Subarea. The Simplot
‘ ubarea is not located on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation.

The Simplot plant processes phosphate rock into phosphoric acid and other fertilizers. The phosphate
rock is ground and slurried at the mine and transported to the facility by pipeline. There it is reacted with
sulfuric acid to produce phosphoric acid and by-product gypsum (calcium sulfate). The phosphoric acid
is used to make various grades of fertilizer or is concentrated to produce stronger acids which are
feedstocks to subsequent production lines. A system of baghouses and scrubbers are used to controi
air emissions. The gypsum is slurried with water and transported to an unlined gypsum stack south of
the processing facilities. Other process waters are collected and treated (pH adjustment) in a series of
lined ponds. The treated water is nutrient rich and sold for irrigation/fertilization.

The FMC and Simpiot plants are both operating faciiities and, together, currently emplioy approximately
1,000 people. .

1.3.3 Off-Plant Area

In the FS, the Off-Plant area is all land surrounding the FMC and Simplot Plants with contamination
originating from the Plants. A general description of land use in the vicinity of the FMC and Simplot
Plants is provided in section 1.2.1.

The area which comprises the Offsite Subarea inciudes urban commercial and residential areas,

agricultural areas, and areas of rangeland for cattle grazing within the Fort Hall indian Reservation and

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands. Major vegetation cover and wildlife habitat types existing in
.he areas include sagebrush steppe, riparian/wetlands, agriculture, and disturbed/urban areas.

For the purpose of implementing this ROD, the off-piant area is divided into the following areas:
n ntrol

These are areas where soil contaminant levels exceed a HQ of 1 for cadmium (RME case) and/or which
pose a 1in 10,000 excess risk from radium-226 as shown in Figures 27 and 28. These areas include
the Interstate 86 Right-of-Way (51 acres); Chevron Tank Farm (20 acres); City of Pocatello Property (326
acres); a portion of the land owned by private party named R. Rowland, and a portion of BLM lands to
the SW of the FMC facility.

r i Flyor nitorin

This area generally corresponds to the 3-mile radius of the RI/FS study area. (While the areal extent of
fluoride contamination in the vicinity of the site is not clearly definable, and some contamination may
extend beyond this boundary, it appears that the greatest impacts to the environment would be found
‘within the 3 - mile radius. However, there may be specific areas outside the three mile radius, which
may contain sensitive species or be of particular ecological or cultural value where sampling should aiso

occur).
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Monitoring for Residential Devel ‘

This area as shown in Figure 29 was not found to exceed the criteria established for the imposition of
Land Use Controls but was either close enough to the threshold of a HQ of 1 for cadmium, or adjacent
to lands that exceeded the threshold, to warrant notification to current and future property owners if
residential use is likely to occur.

2.0 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

2.1 Historical Land Use

2.1.1 FMC Plant

FMC has produced elemental phosphorus from phosphate shale since ' 249. The FMC plant produces
elemental phosphorus which is sold and used in a varniety of products from cleaning compounds to foods.
The raw materials for the process are phosphate ore, coke, and silica. Ore is shipped to the plant in rail
cars and stockpiled at the plant. The pnmary by-products from the production process are slag,
ferrophos, carbon monoxide and several aqueous streams (phossy water/solids, precipitator slurry,
calciner water/solids, and industrial wastewater). in the past many of the aqueous streams were
managed in unlined surface impoundments. Table 1 provides a historical summary of uniined ponds at
FMC. '

The FMC facility is located within the original boundaries of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation on land
originally allotted to individual Shoshone-Bannock Tribal Members. Ownership of the land changed when ‘
the Bureau of indian Affairs issued to those Indian land owners who appiied for and were granted
! Certificates of Competency on the lands. Ownership of the lands was taken out of trust and fee patents
were issued. The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, as a sovereign nation, and with the Bureau of indian Affairs
as trustee, retain full jurisdiction over all lands and resources within the present reservation boundaries.

‘ 2.1.2 Simplot Plant

The Simplot plant produces 12 principal products including five grades of solid fertilizer and four grades
of liquid fertilizers. The raw materials for their processes are phosphate ore, which is transported to the
plant via a slurry pipeline from the Smoky Canyon mine, sulfur, air, and natural gas. The primary waste
‘ or by-product from the Simplot Plant is phosphogypsum (gypsum) which is transported to large unlined
| stacks south of the processing plant. The piant also treats water from the various processes which is
nutrient rich and is sold for irrigation and fertilization.

ﬂ The Simplot plant has been in operation at this location since 1944. The Simplot plant is not within the
‘ boundaries of the Fort Hall Reservation and therefore is not subject to tribal jurisdiction.



‘.2 Previous Studies

The Eastem Michaud Flats site has been the subject of a number of historical investigations that focused
on various media, including springs, ground water, surface water, river sediments, air quality, and
ecology. Appendix A of the RI report provides a summary of the previous investigations in the vicinity
of the site. The following are conclusions from a few of the investigations on ground water.

Between 1972 and 1973, the idaho Department of Heaith and Welfare conducted a ground water
monitoring study downgradient of the two facilities. Ground water samples analyzed by the State of
Idaho indicated levels of arsenic, lead, and cadmium above the Primary Federal Drinking Water
Standards. A downgradient weil at the Pilot House Cafe was condemned in 1976 due to high arsenic
levels.

In 1977, the United States Geologic Survey (USGS) prepared an Environmental Impact Statement to
address the development of phosphate resources in southeast idaho. In the EIS, relatively high levels
of phosphate (0.35 to 7.5 parts per million) detected in samples from Batiste Spring were attributed to
discharges to the Portneuf River from the FMC and Simplot facilities.

Studies by Perry et al., 1990 and Goidstein, 1981 showed increased sulfate, calcium, and nutrient
concentrations at Batiste Springs relative to the other springs’ studies. Water quality of Batiste Spring
was described by Balmer and Noble (Goldstein, 1981) as showing an increase in levels of hardness,
chloride, sulfate, phosphate, nitrate, and ammonia from 1930 through the 1970's. The report also found
fluctuating concentrations of mercury, arsenic, and cadmium in Batiste Spring in the 1970's.

uring 1987, Ecology & Environment (E&E) conducted a site inspection for EPA at FMC and Simplot.

total of 24 wells (six production, 13 monitoring, and five domestic) and one spring was sampled to
assess the extent of possible ground water contamination downgradient of the two facilities. E&E
concluded that water-bearing intervais underlying the facilities contain metals at concentrations exceeding
federal drinking water standards. There also appeared to be a potential plume in the shallow water-
bearing interval northeast of the FMC facility. In pond, waste, and soil samples, E&E found elevated
levels (ten times greater than background levels or three times greater than the respective analytes’
detection limit) of cadmium, chloride, total chromium, copper, fluonde, and selenium.

2.3 Listing on the National Priorities List
The Site was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) on August 30, 1990 (Federal Register Volume
55, Number 169, 35502). EPA took this action pursuant to its authority under Section 105 of CERCLA.

EPA, FMC, and Simplot negotiated an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC), under which FMC and
Simplot agreed to conduct an RI/FS for the EMF site. The AOC was issued by EPA on May 30, 1991.

2.4 Company Actions to Date
Since 1991, Simplot and FMC have completed a number of actions, which have resuited in significant

environmental improvements. Some of these improvements were made independently by the_
Companies. and others were done to comply with state, tribal, and/or federal requirements. These
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actions have helped to reduce the extent of the Superfund remedy as compared to what might have
been necessary if the facilties were no longer in operation or abandoned. The following is a summary
of these actions:

2.4.1 Simplot

Two areas within the former unlined ditch which conveyed water to the treatment ponds
were excavated. The removed soil was incorporated into the gypsum stack. The areas
had been identified by Remedial Investigation sampling as containing the highest
concentrations of contaminants within the ditch. A sealed pipe was installed and the ditch
subsequently filled with clean soil. This action has eliminated the potential for worker
exposure to the soils in the ditch through removal and covering and eliminated the
hydraulic head from the conveyed water.

The East Overflow Pond was removed from service and a new single-lined pond was
installed in an adjacent area. Monitoring indicated that discontinuation of use of the East
Overflow Pond and use of a new lined pond has resulted in a significant improvement in
local ground water quality.

A lined holding pond was installed in the irmgation water treatment system, and a new
liner was installed in the existing holding pond. These actions have reduced the potential
for seepage from the holding pond.

The leaking transfer line between the Nitrogen Solutions Plant and the Urea Ammonium
Nitrate (UAN) storage tank was repaired. This action has reduced the input of nitrogen
compounds from this pipe to ground water.

The gypsum thickeners in the phosphoric acid plant were upgraded to reduce the water
content of the slurry sent to the stack. This upgrade has reduced the slurry water content
by approximately 1 to 3 percent. Based on recent operating data, this value corresponds
to a reduction in water sent to the stack of between 25 and 70 gailons per minute. This
is expected to reduce the rate of seepage from the stack to ground water.

Use of chemical flocculants in the gypsum thickeners was initiated to increase the solids
content and improve the settling characteristics of the slurry. Use of these floccuiants,
combined with the increased carbon content of the gypsum (due to the discontinuation of
the use of the caiciners) has resulted in a reduction of the rate of seepage through the
gypsum stack as evidenced by the increased wetness of the gypsum used for dike
building and increased size of the ponded areas.

A new rim ditching method was initiated on the gypsum stack which allows for a more
rapid construction of a smaller dike and has resulted in the current six weeks slurry
application cycle. This has effectively increased the potential evaporative surface on an
annual basis. It has also reduced the duration of standing water (applied head) over any
one part of the stack, further reducing seepage. Ground water leve! fluctuations in areas
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24.2 FMC

close to the stacks have been relatively small as compared to wider fluctuations in the
past. This provides some evidence that seepage has been reduced by these
modifications.

Historical delivery of phasphate ore was by rail car, with the are being stored onsite in a
pile. In September 1991, delivery by pipeline of an ore siurry was initiated, and all rail car
delivery, dry ore handling and pile storage ceased. This has significantly reduced point
source and fugitive air emissions associated with the former bulk ore handling and storage
procedures.

From 1960 to 1891, calciners were used to reduce the organic content of the phosphate
ore before it was introduced to the phosphoric acid process. The decommissioning of the
calciners has reduced point source emissions to air.

Certain roads within the Don Plant area have been paved. This paving has reduced
fugitive air emissions.

Additionai air emission control systems have been installed on certain units within the
plant, including scrubbers on the fiters and tank farm in the phosphoric acid plant, a
second absorber in the solutions plant, and a scrubber in the ammonium nitrate facility.

Existing air pollution control systems have been upgraded, including systems in the
Granulation Ii Plant, the Nitric Acid Plant, and in the central boilers.

Enhanced maintenance has been initiated on the reclaim cooling towers, which has
reduced losses due to drift and therefore total air emissions from the towers.

The most significant changes which have occurred within the FMC Subarea since the RI/FS AOC was
issued include: '

The slag pit sump was dewatered in March 1991.

The John Zink scrubbers were placed in service in December 1991 with the goal of
reducing radionuclide air emissions.

Pond 8S, a formerly utilized unlined pond, was covered and dewatered in the summer of
1994 as a temporary measure.

The raiiroad swale, an area which receives stormwater runoff from the operating areas
of the plant, was partially lined in 1994.

New Pond 168, built to meet RCRA minimum technology requirements (MTRs). was
placed in service in 1993.



Since August 1993, FMC has paved approximately 5 miles (8 km) of formerly unpaved
roadways. In addition, approximately 200,000 ft* (18,580 m ) of formery unpaved
nonroadway plant areas have been paved.

A new, lined solar drying area for caiciner pond solids was constructed and placed into
operation in 1993.

Use of septic systems was eliminated on a plant-wide basis. The entire facility was
connected to the municipal sanitary sewer system during 1995.

A new system for waste management of precipitator slurry has been initiated, using lime
precipitation.

Coke unloading was enclosed to control fugitive dust. Dust from this operation is collected
and recycled to the process. This modification was placed in service in May 1995.

in August 1993, ventilation and dust coilection for ore screening and crushing was
improved sufficiently so that the requirement that respirators be worn in the area was
eliminated.

Furnace tap hoods were modified for chill pits areas to improve coilection of emissions
from slag and ferrophos tapping. These modifications were completed in phases from
1892 to 1995.

The fumace. proportioning, briquetting and shale buildings were tightened in 1994 to
reduce fugitive emissions.

In 1996, the recycling hopper at the ore crusher was improved, and a windscreen was
installed to reduce fugitive emissions.

The Bannock Paving Co. is in the process of removing stockpiles of materials and ceasing
all operations within the FMC Plant.

2.5 History of EPA Enforcement Activity

On May 30, 1991, FMC and Simplot were issued an AOC by EPA to conduct the RI/FS pursuant to
Section 106 of CERCLA 42 U.S.C.§9606.

2.5.1 FMC Plant

FMC submitted a RCRA Part A permit application on November 19, 1980, and subsequently withdrew
the application on February 18, 1981. The withdrawal of the Part A permit application was due to a
federal law, known as the Bevill Amendment which exempted waste generated from minerai and ore
industry production. A portion of the exemption was lifted on March 1, 1980, which made mineral
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processing wastes, previously exempt, subject to RCRA. FMC resubmitted the Part A application on
February 27, 1990. A Part B permit application was submitted in 1991.

FMCs National Poliutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit was issued on November 24,
1982, and expired November 23, 1987. FMC has applied for renewal of the NPDES permit. The current
permit authorizes the discharge of non-contact cooling water from the industrial wastewater (IWW)
cooling basin to the Portneuf River and regulates thermal loading.

On October 12, 1993, EPA signed an Action Memorandum, under the authority of Sections 104 and 122
of CERCLA, authorizing FMC to remove the hydraulic head and begin interim capping of pond 8S which.
is 2 RCRA regulated unit. Action at this unit is discussed in more detail in section 4.2 of this ROD.

In July 1993, EPA's National Enforcement Investigation Center conducted a multimedia compliance
investigation of the FMC facility. Based upon the findings of this investigation, Notices of Violation under
RCRA were issued on March 5, 1993 and August 3, 1994.

- In 1997 a NOV was issued to FMC for violation of reporting requirements under the Emergency Planning
and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986. In 1998 a fine of $262,000 was imposed for these violations.

2.5.2 Simplot Plant

The most recent enforcement action at the Simplot plant was a 1994 Notice of Violation issued by the
Idaho Division of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) for alleged hazardous waste generator violations. [n April
1985, Simplot agreed to an AOC from IDEQ to resolve the alleged violations. All terms of this AOC were
met by May 29, 1996. There have been no documented violations of the State of Idaho air requirements
during the course of the Rl from 1991 to the present.

2.5.3 Off-Plant Area

There have not been any enforcement actions relating to the Off-Plant area

3.0 HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

EPA developed a Community Relations Plan (CRP) for the Eastern Michaud Flats site. The CRP was
designed to promote public awareness of EPA activities and the investigations and to promote public
involvement in the decision-making process. The CRP summarizes the concems of local citizens,
interest groups, industries, and local government representatives.

There have been a number of activities during the course of the RI/FS in an effort to keep the public
informed about the progress and the resuits of the work at the site. The following is a summary of these

activities:

June 6, 1997 Fact sheet: Public Comment Period Extension
May 13 & 14, 1997 Public Hearings conducted in Pocatello and Fort Hall, Idaho
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April 21, 1997 FS Proposed Plan Fact Sheet .

March 5, 1997 Idaho State Journal Article on Proposed Plan

Sept 10, 1995 Idaho State Journal Article on Risk Assessment Findings
August 16, 1995 Idaho State Journal Article on Air Monitoring Findings
October 28, 1993 Fact Sheet on Pond Closure at FMC

September 29, 1993 Fad Sheet on first round of sampling results
March 9, 1993 Remedial Investigation Update
April 15, 1992 Remedial Investigation Update/Ground Water Monitoring Program

December 23, 1991 Current Site Activities/Description of Community Concems

December 20, 1991 Community Relations Plan
September 1991 Introduction to Superfund Process Fact Sheet
January 23, 1991 Congressional Update: Special Notice Letters Sent to Potentially

Responsible Parties

The RI/FS was released to the public with the proposed pian in April 1997. The Proposed Plan, which

identified EPA's preferred alternative, was mailed to individuals on the EMF mail list. All of the '
documents mentioned above, as well as previous reports from earlier investigations, were made available ‘
to the public in the Administrative Record located at the places listed below:

Idaho State University Library
Government Documents Department
Sth and Terry

Pocatello, Idaho 83209

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10

Park Place Building

1200 Sixth Avenue, 7th Floor Records Center
Seattie, Washington 98101

EPA published a notice of the availability of these documents in the Idaho State Joumnal and Shoshone
Bannock News on April 21, 1997. EPA met with the Shoshone Bannock Tribes Business Council on
January 14, 1997, and IDEQ on January 13, 1997, to discuss EPA’s Proposed Plan for cleanup and to
answer any questions. The public comment period on the Proposed Plan was held from April 21, 1997
to July 10, 1997. EPA held public meetings May 13-14, 1997, in Pocatello and on the Fort Hall . g
Reservation. At these meetings, representatives of EPA, FMC, and Simplot gave presentations on the
findings of the R! and risk assessment and proposed plan, and then answered questions about the
proposed cleanup and remedial altematives under consideration. The Responsiveness Summary, which
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‘is Appendix B of this ROD, contains EPA’'s responses to the written and oral comments that were
received during the comment period. This decision is based on the Administrative Record for this site.

EPA has kept local, state, tribal, and federal officials who could be affected by activities at the site
informed through frequent updates and briefings.

EPA will continue to keep all interested parties informed about each significant step of the Superfund
process through the final decision and clean up of the Eastern Michaud Flats site.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

The FMC and Simplot Plants are operating facilities. Except as stated expressly in CERCLA, in the NCP,
or in this ROD, this ROD is not designed to either address the Plants’ ongoing operations or preclude or
in any way affect the need for FMC's and Simplot's ongoing operations to comply with other
environmental laws or regulations. The selected remedy assumes continued operation of the plants in
compliance with all Federal and State environmental requirements as well as any applicable closure
requirements in the event either plant ceases operation.

The remedy selected by EPA and documented in this ROD includes the remedial actions deemed
necessary for the site to protect human healith and the environment. The risk assessment determined
that exposures to contaminated soils and ground water pose the greatest risks to human health and the
environment. The control of these risks is a principal part of the remedial actions described in the
selected remedy. Risks from inhalation of airborne contaminants are lower than from soil and ground
water but are still great enough to be of potential concem, particularly for piant workers. Implementation

.of control requirements under the Clean Air Act will reduce plant emissions and reduce potential risks
from airbome contaminants.

All of the remedial actions are included in this decision, and no additional Operationai Units or projects
are proposed. Therefore, this ROD can be identified as the "Final" ROD since no other protective
actions, except those otherwise referenced by applicable regulation (i.e., RCRA closures) or actions
being conducted by other regulatory programs, are necessary at this time. In addition to this ROD, the
EPA Air and RCRA programs are actively involved in resolving a number of regulatory issues at the FMC
facility which have some bearing on the CERCLA work. These program activities are discussed briefly
below:

4.1 Air

EPA has promuigated National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) as authorized under Section 109
of the Clean Air Act (CAA). These standards are based on the latest scientific health information and are
designed to protect public heaith with an ample margin of safety. Areas violating any NAAQS are
required to develop a State Implementation Plan (SIP), which must include enforceable emission
limitations on sources of air pollution, to bring the area back into attainment. Portions of Power and
Bannock Counties in Idaho. including certain portions within the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, violate the
NAAQS for particulate matter exceeding regulatory criteria (PM,,) (particulate matter of 10 microns or
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less). EPA is responsible for developing a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) for that portion of the PM,,
nonattainment area within the Reservation. (Simplot is subject to regulation under the Clean Air Act and
State Air permits under a State Impiementation Plan (SIP) to Construct and Operate pursuant to IDAPA
16.01.1012 (Ru! nd Regulations for th ntrol jon | :

EPA's Air Program anticipates publishing a notice of proposed rulemaking during 1998. Public meetings
and workshops will be scheduled to discuss the contents of the FIP control strategy. At the time of
proposal, the public will be provided a 60-day review and comment period. Promulgation of rules for the
FIP will occur after EPA has responded to the public comments. EPA fully anticipates that control
requirements for FMC in the FIP will heip the area to attain the NAAQS. Full implementation of all control
technologies at the FMC Plant may take up to four years after final rules are set, however, EPA expects
to see emission reductions and improvements in air quality within six months of finalizing the rule.

In addition to controls for PM-10 and Section 107 criteria air pollutants, FMC has been identified as a
source of certain hazardous air poilutants (HAPs) listed in section 112 of the Clean Air Act and will be
subject to Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) by November 15, 2000. Unlike Section 107
air pollutants like PM-10, Section 112 HAPs are effective immediately upon the promulgation of an EPA
rule which links specific HAPs to specific types of facilities. These rules are therefore not subject to
implementation pians by a state, tribe or the federal government. A specific rulemaking linking type of
facility with specific HAPs is required because Congress listed 188 different HAPs in Section 112, and
a blanket requirement that every facility test to be certain they are meeting every one of them, would be
excessively expensive, time consuming and burdensome to administer. Section 112 requires rules to
examine industrial processes and requires compliance with those HAPs the facility actually generates
based on its function. A Section 112 like reguiatory process for PM-10 would have obviated the
SIP/TIP/FIP problem at FMC year ago, but EPA is no more able to apply Section 112 to FMC's PM-10
emissions than it is to apply Superfund. Because of the ongoing FiP development efforts, the findings
of the human health risk assessment, and the role of Superfund at operating facilities this ROD does not
include action for ongoing emissions from the plants.

4.2 RCRA

FMC is an operating facility regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act regulations
(RCRA) for management of hazardous waste. EPA implements these regulations on Tribal land
because even RCRA- authorized states, like Idaho, do not have jurisdiction. Currently, the various waste
ponds at FMC can be divided, for purposes of closure, into three broad categories which are discussed

befow:
Current Ponds

The units where the RCRA operational and closure requirements are applicable include Ponds 11-16S,
8S. 8E. and 9E. These ponds either are currently in use, or have been in use since 1980, for
management of hazardous waste. The RCRA regulated units at FMC are subject to specific standards
for closure, characterization of releases, and ground water corrective action. RCRA closure requirements
at 40 CFR §265.111, require closure to: 1)minimize maintenance and 2)control, minimize or eliminate
releases to the extent necessary to protect human health and the environment after closure has been

completed.
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t:mﬂma;
e specific phossy waste ponds and caiciner solids areas. which are the subject of this ROD (1S-7S,

1E-7E. 9S and 10S), received similar wastes as some of the current RCRA units. However, they were
taken out of service and closed long before the RCRA requirements became effective. Closure of these
pond areas was accomplished via a variety of mechanisms including excavation of some material,
oxidation of phosphorus, drying, and/or placement of soil or concrete covers. Table 1 provides a
historical summary of the former unfined ponds. Due to the time that has passed since these ponds were
closed, E™A has determined that the RCRA closure requirements are neither applicable nor relevant and
appropniate for CERCLA actions in these areas. The FS alternatives for these areas were designed to
reduce infiltration, prevent incidental ingestion, reduce exposure to radiation, and minimize maintenance.

Pond 8S

Pond 8S is a RCRA regulated unit and was the last unlined pond at FMC. Early Rl sampling data
indicated that this pond was a major contributor to ground water contamination with a release rate of 15.3
gallons per minute. in October 1993, a time critical removal under the CERCLA program for removai
of the hydraulic head and interim capping was initiated by FMC as a result of an EPA Action
Memorandum. The primary goal of the time critical removal was to reduce the hydraulic loading of the
waste to reduce the movement of arsenic, selenium, nitrate, gross alpha, fluoride, manganese and
phosphorus into the ground water. FMC proceeded with dewatering the waste, filling the pond with sand
and slag,  and instailation of an interim cap to achieve this goal. At that time, capping of the pond with
wastes in place was selected for two reasons: (1) proven technologies to deactivate the waste in a large
surface impoundment of this type did not appear to be available, and (2) the continued input of
" contaminants to ground water warranted immediate action. FMC proceeded with dewatering the waste
.nd installation of an interim cap to achieve this goal. Final closure of this pond must be conducted in
ccordance with the requirements at 40 CFR Part 265 Subpart G, which requires not only short term
reduction of risks, but also action to: (1) minimize maintenance and (2) control, minimize or eliminate
releases to the extent necessary to protect human health and the environment after closure has been
completed. Closure of this pond was managed by the CERCLA program up until 1997 when the RCRA
program took the lead for the final cap design.

5.0 SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Between 1991 and 1996, an RI/FS was performed to determine the nature and extent of contamination
at the site and provide sufficient data for the risk assessment. Using the results from previous
investigations and knowledge of the site, FMC and Simplot developed a sampling plan for
collecting/analyses of surface and subsurface soils, ground water, surface water, sediment, plants and
animals, and air. In addition, ground water modeling, air modeling and sampling of FMC and Simpiot
products and by-products were conducted to develop a comprehensive understanding of the source and
fate of site contaminants. Details of these investigations are provided in the Ri report.



The major characteristics of the site and the nature and extent of contaminant releases are summarized
below by environmental media:

5.1 Geologic Setting

The EMF Site is located at the juncture between the Basin and Range physiographic province to the
south and the Snake River Plain to the north. The EMF Site is at the base of the northem slope of the
Bannock Range and extends onto the southeastern margin of the Michaud Flats.

The Michaud Flats is a portion of the Snake River Plain to the north and west of Pocatello, idaho. The
Michaud Fiats is a roughly elliptical area about nine miles long and five miles wide, bounded to the west
by Bannock Creek, to the north by American Falls Reservoir, to the east by the Portneuf River, and to
the south by the Bannock Range.

The stratigraphy of the Site area can be generally described as discontinuous layers of unconsolidated
sediments deposited on an erosional surface that was incised in volcanic bedrock. The sedimentary unit
immediately above the bedrock is a gravei derived from volcanic rocks. Overlying the grave! is varying
thicknesses of fine-grained silts, clays, and sands that form a discontinuous, semi-confining unit. The
fines are overiain by another coarse-grained unit, called Michaud Gravel, that consists of quartzite, chert,
and volcanic gravel, cobbles, and boulders (see Figure 4). Above the second gravel unit is a finer-
grained unit that consists of interfingered siits, clays, and sands. In the westem part of the EMF Site
area, a separate but discontinuous third coarse-grained layer is present. Deposits of windblown siit
(loess) and a colluvial silt layer of variable thickness mantie the study area. The loess layer ranges from
2 to more than 100 feet thick at the EMF facilities, and is calcareous. To the north and east of the
facilities, the Michaud Grave! occurs in scoured channels, and the fine-grained layers present in the
westem and central areas of the facilities are generally absent to the east.

5.2 Hydrogeology

Within the Michaud Flats area, the aquifer system can be divided into a shallow aquifer and a deeper
aquifer. The shallow aquifer is Michaud Gravel which is typically overiain by a siit aquitard, but is locally
unconfined. Hydraulic conductivity in the shallow aquifer ranges from 30 f/day to 1,000 feet per day.
The deeper aquifer contains the gravel and voicanics of the Sunbeam and Starlight Formations, and the
Big Hole Basalt. The deeper aquifer is the primary water-producing aquifer within the Michaud Flats Area
with a hydraulic conductivity ranging from 30 feet per day to 340 feet per day. The deeper aquifer
underlies the American Falls Lake Beds, the regional aquitard between the shallow and deeper aquifers.
Ground water that flows into the deeper aquifer system discharges to the Portneuf River (via springs and
base flow contribution), American Falls Reservoir, or to one of the numerous springs and seeps in the
Fort Hall Bottoms. Agricultural, industrial, and domestic water supply wells extract ground water from the

regional (deeper) aquifer.

The Portneuf River, which flows along the old track of the Bonneville Floods, is underain by the very
coarse, permeable Michaud Gravel. The Portneuf River exhibits a transition near the Interstate 86 (1-86)
bridge from a losing stream in its upstream portion to a gaining stream. The gaining section of the

Portneuf River is associated with numerous springs and a large flux of ground water that occurs as base

flow.
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tround water enters the site from the Bannock Hills south of the site and from the Michaud Fiats north
nd west of the site. The two flows converge and commingle beneath the FMC facility and then leave
the site, moving in an east-northeasterly direction toward the Portneuf River. Figures 8 and 9 depict the
contours of shallow and deeper ground water elevations in the vicinity of the Plants. Upon reaching the
river, the ground water that had flowed under the site either discharges to the river or meets and mixes
with a high-volume, high-velocity flow of ground water that moves down the Portneuf River valley to the
southeast of the facilities. The latter flow dilutes and carries the ground water from beneath the site in
a northwesterly direction paralle! to the river channel, out into the Fort Hall bottoms northwest of the site.

Withdrawal rates for irmigation wells in the deep aquifer throughout the Michaud Flats are approximately
1,000 g.p.m. The FMC production wells have a total combined flow rate of approximately 875 g.p.m.
Extraction from Simplot production wells is about 3,300 to 4,000 g.p.m. combined flow. The Simplot and
FMC production wells are located below the American Falls Lake Bed (AFLB) and create cones of
depression in the deeper aquifer. When the FMC and Simplot plants cease operations and no longer
extract ground water most of this extracted ground water will discharge to the Portneuf River. It is
currently unclear what effect cessation of pumping would have on ground water cor.:aminant
concentrations and migration.

§.3 Surface Water Hydrology

Major surface water features of the region include the Snake River, Portneuf River, and the American
Falls Reservoir. The reservoir is an impoundment of the Snake and Portneuf Rivers and Bannock Creek,
among others; both rivers discharge into the reservoir at its east end.

The Portneuf River flows from southeast to northwest through the region and passes northeast of the
Qimplot Don Plant. Michaud Creek passes the FMC facility to the west. Surface water in the EMF study
rea aiso includes numerous springs and associated spring drainage channels along the Portneuf River.

5.4 Climate

The EMF region climate is semi-arid, characterized by a wide range of temperatures. The warmest
temperatures generally occur from June through August (daily mean maximum temperature 84.1°F), and
the coldest temperatures occur from December through February (daily mean minimum temperature of
17.8°F). The highest and lowest temperatures recorded at the Pocatello Municipal Airport were 104°F
in August 1969, and minus 33°F in February 1985, respectively.

The annual mean precipitation for the region is 10.86 inches per year, with the greatest amount of .
precipitation occurring during the spring. The mean potential evaporation is 29.76 inches for the 3-month

summer period and 3.36 inches for the winter months. The areal and seasonal distribution of

precipitation also influences hydrogeologic characteristics. Precipitation patterns in this region are

strongly linked to topography, with larger amounts of snow and overall precipitation falling at higher

elevations. The higher elevations (i.e., the Bannock Range and Pocatello Range) serve as recharge

areas for aquifers in the valleys.

The prevailing wind direction is from the southwest; however, a strong secondary flow emerges from the
Portneuf River valley, particularly under valley wind conditions. It then flows past the site and moves out
into the flats to the northwest. In addition, the air monitoring results and the surface soil concentration
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patterns suggest that the complex terrain at the site can produce wind patterns that carry appreciable
amounts of site-related contaminants to the west-southwest, the prevailing upwind direction, at least as
far as the Michaud Creek area. The annual average wind speed is 10.2 miles per hour (mph), though
the area occasionally expenences stagnation conditions, particularly during the winter months.

The combination of the arid climate, strong winds that can mobilize fugitive dust from unprotected soils,
stagnant conditions that can trap airbome contaminants, and air poliution sources, including the site and
other sources, has resulted in airborne contaminant concentrations that occasionally have exceeded
acceptabie levels. This has lead to the Pocatello area being designated a PM,, nonattainment area.

$.5 Ecosystems and Species of Concern

A variety of habitats and vegetation exist in the vicinity of the site as shown in FIGURE 13. There are
also a number of species of concem in the vicinity of the EMF Site. A complete discussion of ecosystem
types and wildlife is provided in the Ecologic Risk Assessment, which also inciudes identification and
discussion of listed species and designated wetlands.

Native upland ecosystem characteristic of the semi-arid temperate climate of southeastern Idaho is
prevalent in the site area. The high plateau of the Michaud Flats and the foothills of the Bannock Range
support sagebrush steppe communities dominated by sagebrush and a variety of other shrubs and
grasses. This community is replaced with juniper woodlands and cliff/cave/canyon communities at higher
elevations. Extensive cultivated agricuitural areas are also located near the site, comprising
approximately 40% of the EMF Site area.

Wildlife typical of sagebrush steppes is abundant in the site area and includes small mammals such as
the deer mouse, large herbivore such as the muie deer, camivores such as the coyote, raptors such as
the red-tailed hawk, gallinaceous game birds such as the sage grouse, and numerous species of
songbirds.

Aquatic and wetland communities are well-developed in the site vicinity. According to the National
Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Portneuf
River channel, the river's associated riparian corridor, and the Fort Hall Bottoms are designated wetiands.
Other wetlands include areas along Michaud Creek and other locations. The Portneuf River supports
an extensive npanan community dominated by willow, red-osier dogwood, and other scrub/shrub riparian
vegetation. This npanan zone is an important source of food, cover, and nesting sites for many wildlife
species such as songbirds and piscivorous birds. The riverine, open-water, and mudflat habitats of the
Portneuf River and American Falls Reservoir are significant nesting and wintering habitats for waterbirds.
Thousands of individuals of numerous migratory bird species use areas in and near the site, particularly
the Fort Hall Bottoms. Common species of migratory birds include waterfowl such as ducks, geese, and
swans; colonial birds such as pelicans, herons, shorebirds, and gulls; and raptors.

Eleven species of concem listed as endangered. threatened, and rare are reported to occur in the site
area. The bald eagle and the orchid Ute Ladies -tresses are listed as threatened and the peregrine faicon
is listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act. A wintering population of bald eagles is
listed by the State of Idaho and by the USFWS as endangered in |ldaho. The remaining species of
concem are identified as State of idaho Special Concern species and/or are identified as federal



Cate_gory 2 species, which indicates they are being considered for listing as a threatened or endangered
species.

5.6 Key Remedial Investigation Findings

Phosphate ore is the primary raw material for both the FMC and Simplot facility operations.
Contaminants identified through Rl sampling and analysis of environmental media are primarily linked
to constituents of the phosphate ore and sulfur and nitrogen which is used in the Simplot process. Table
2 shows the ratios of concentrations of constituents in phosphate ore relative to local background soils.
No contamination was found to be associated with the relatively small amounts of reagents, catalysts and
fuels used by the facilities. Therefore, the feasibility study focused on the various phosphate ore-based
products, byproducts, wastes, and emissions for each facility.

The primary constituents of the phosphate ore are calcium, phosphorus and fluoride. The ore aiso
contains trace concentrations of other elements including antimony, arsenic, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
chromium, copper, Lead-210, mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, thallium, uranium-238,
vanadium, and zinc. Key findings pertaining to the nature and extent of contamination, source
contribution, and contaminant fate and transport are summarized below for each environmental medium.

5.6.1 Soils and Solids

During the RI both surface and subsurface soil samples were collected over a large area of the site.
Figure 16 shows the surface soil sampling locations. A number of factors have contributed to the soil

contamination pattemns observed at the site:

. Raw materials and waste materials have been deposited at various locations at
both Plants;
J Old wastewater storage and treatment ponds that contained settied solids have

been closed and regraded, with the settled solids left in place in some cases,

. Waste materials, mainly slag and gypsum, have been used extensively as fill and
to surface roadways;

. Infiltration of wastewater has carried contaminants down into subsurface soils
beneath the gypstack and at the locations of uniined ponds where sustained
hydraulic heads existed; and '

. Airbome contaminants have been deposited on the ground surface.

The key RI findings with respect to nature and extent of EMF Site-related Contaminants in soils are as
follows:

. Soil Contaminants of Concern (COCs) are principally derived from phosphate ore, which
contains phosphorus, fluoride, arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, vanadium, zinc,
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uranium-238 (and its decay products) and other elements. The frequency of detection
of contaminants in soils at the site, are shown in Tables 3 and 3A.

. Although the presence of phosphate ore-based products, byproducts and waste matenals
are common within the FMC and Simpiot Plants, the Contaminants in these materials are
not prone to migrate to underlying soils and ground water in areas where a sustained
hydraulic head does not exist.

. The underlying soils at the facilities have been contaminated primarily in those areas
where a sustained hydraulic head was or is present, or where materials have been
integrated into the fill.

. Deposition of airbome materials such as cadmium, fluoride, radium, and zinc has occurred
in the Plant and Off-Plant Areas since the Plants began operation. Underlying soils have
not been influenced in the Off-Plant area. Figures 17 and 18 depict the cadmium and
fluoride concentrations in surface soils.

. The radionuclides of potential concem at the EMF site are natural uranium (U-235 and U-
238) and thorium, which originated as constituents of the phosphate ore processed at the
site, and daughter radionuclides produced by the disintegration of the uranium and
thorium. However, because U-238 is much more abundant in the ore than U-235 or
thorium, U-238 and its daughters appear to be the radionuclides of greatest concem at
the EMF site. Table 4 shows the locations where gross alpha activities were measured
above the soil screening level (based on 41 pCi/G soil gross alpha activity and 4pCi/i
radon level) in subsurface soil at Simplot (a comparable table was not available for FMC).

. The native soils at the site are generally alkaline (pH of 7 or higher) because of their
calcareous nature. This is consistent with most soils in the ard regions of the westemn
United States. This is significant, as alkaline soils tend to retain metals and prevent their
migration through soil horizons to ground water.

8.6.2 Ground water

During the RI, approximately 77 monitoring wells were installed which are shown in Figure 19. Ground
water within the FMC and Simplot Plants flows generally north and northeast from the facilities and is
either captured by facility production wells in the lower aquifer or flows northward along a relatively
narrow path to eventually discharge 1o springs/river north of |-86.

Ground water flow from the facilities (i.e., containing EMF-reiated Contaminants) is small in comparison
with the flux in the regional or deeper aquifer. The combined shallow aguifer flux from the EMF facilities
was calculated from the R! flow model as 4.5 cfs. This discharge is only about 20 percent of the total
calculated flow in the shallow aquifer from all sources (21 cfs) and a very small fraction of the estimated
average ground water discharge to the Portneuf River in the gaining reach north of the Simplot facility
(approximatety 200 cfs).

The key RI findings with respect to nature and extent of EMF Site-reiated Contaminants in ground water
are as follows:
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Contaminants have been released to ground water throughout the FMC and Simplot Ptant
areas. Contaminants that have been measured in the ground water at levels above the
Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) include the following:
antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel,
selenium, thallium, gross alpha, and gross beta (Table 5 provide a summary of the
ground water analytical results at the site). These concentrations decline with increasing
distance from the Plants and meet MCLs in the Off-Plant area (see Figure 20 depicting
arsenic concentrations in the shallow aquifer throughout the plant areas). Current
evidence suggests that the area of ground water contamination is not expanding and
contaminant concentrations are not increasing.

Contaminants have been primarily transported to the shallow ground water system
underlying the facilities from unlined impoundments and ponds. At sources where there
is no sustained hydraulic head. downward migration of contaminants is limited. The
contaminants transported by this process are mainly monovaient cations such as sodium,
potassium, and lithium; metals and transition elements capable of forming oxyanions such
as arsenic, boron, phosphorus. selenium, sulfur, and vanadium; and, soluble anions such
as chionde.

The predominant mechanisms controlling contaminant concentrations in ground water are
attenuation in the vadose zone and advective mixing, where the EMF Site-influenced
shallow aquifer flow merges with the large volume of ground water flowing through the
Michaud Flats and Portneuf River ground water systems (see Figure 21 showing the
ground water flow at FMC). Although slightly elevated concentrations of contaminants
were detected in the upper portion of the deeper aquifer near source areas, in most areas
ground water movement is upward from the deeper aquifer to the shallow aquifer, thereby
limiting the downward migration of contaminants to the deeper aquifer.

Shallow ground water from the Simplot and FMC Plants discharge to the Portneuf River.
However, there does not appear to be any measurable effect on surface water quality
downstream of the discharge attributable to the Plants other than small increases in some
major ion concentrations.

5.6.3 Surface Water/Sediments

There are no active water courses within the Simplot and FMC Subareas. Runoff is controlled in these
areas and evidence of recent erosion is not present. The process operations of the facilities are for the
most part a closed loop, and the only active surface discharge to the Portneuf River is the Industrial
Waste Water (IWW) ditch which carries cooling waters from FMC operations. The key R! findings with
respect to nature and extent of contamination, source contribution and Contaminant fate and transport
in surface water/sediments are as follows:

The primary migration pathway for contaminants to surface water is via ground water
discharge to the Portneuf River and adjacent springs.

Although contaminants from the site do enter the surface water pathway through the
ground water pathway, the contribution is negligible in terms of concentration and load
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compared to the loads from the river upgradient of the site and the influx of nonsite influenced ground

water.

5.6.4 Air

The IWW ditch is the only active surface water discharge from the facilities. Samples from
a boring on the bank of the ditch showed elevated levels of several COPCs. A grab
sample of water in the ditch taken in 1992 contained elevated leveis of selenium, gross
alpha, orthophosphate, fluoride, and several other parameters. Subsequent sampling in
July 1993 showed the water ii. the ditch met drinking water standards. FMC attributed
the elevated concentrations in 1992 to a plant upset.

Erosion of soils containing site related contaminants and air deposition of contaminants
on the Portneuf River were not found to be significant transport pathways to surface
water.

Four trace elements detected in surface water were selected for being of potential
concem to aquatic and semiaquatic biota - mercury, selenium, silver, and vanadium.
Elevated levels of these COPCs were detected at various springs and Portneuf River
locations.

COPCs in sediments include: cadmium, fluoride, mercury, and selenium because of their
potential toxicity to fish and wildlife and tendency to mobilize in the aquatic food chain.
Cadmium in particular was found to be 2.5 times higher in the Portneuf River Delta at the
Fort Hall Bottoms than at a similar location on the Snake River.

'The region is an arid zone with varying topography. Regional air movement is generally from the

‘ west/southwest, with localized wind flow pattems controlled by the topography. The EMF Site is located
in @ nonattainment area for PM,, During the RI an air monitoring program was set up with seven
monitoring locations around the site. These locations are shown in Figure 22. The key RI findings with
respect to air are as follows:

During the RI, airbome contaminant concentrations were measured at seven locations
around the site for up to one year. The highest concentrations of all of the COPCs, except
lead-210, were found at Station 2, which was located just outside the FMC fence line,
south of Highway 30.

Concentrations of arsenic, cadmium, total chromium, total phosphorus, iead-210,
polonium-210, thorium-230, and uranium were observed above regional background
levels. Table 6 provides a summary of the air analytical results.

Ambient air concentrations of contaminants decline beyond the FMC and Simplot Plant
boundaries.

Over the last several years, major changes in ore handling at the Simplot Plant and other
operational changes at both Plants have reduced airborne emissions.
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. More recent air monitoring data collected by the EPA and Shoshone Bannock Tribe show
that maximum particulate emissions from the Plants may be as much as three times
higher than maximum values measured during the Rl and recent average values are
approximately 50% higher than that measured during the RI.

§.6.5 Terrestrial and Aquatic Investigations

Due to the minimal contact and use of the Plant areas by wildlife, the focus of the risk assessment was
on ecosystems in the O4-Plant areas. The key findings of the ecological investigations are as follows:

Detailed ecoiogical investigations of the EMF Site were conducted in September and October of 1994,
to provide site-specific, supplementary data for the ecological risk assessment. Uptake of COPCs in
terrestrial food chains was investigated by chemically analyzing co-located samples of soil, sagebrush,
grass (thickspike wheatgrass), and smafl mammais (deer mouse) in sagebrush-steppe habitats, and
co-located samples of soil and shrubs (Russian olive) in riparian habitats. The nature and extent of
sediment contamination was investigated in depositional areas of the Portneuf River deita at the
American Falls Reservoir. Samples were chemically analyzed for cadmium, fluoride, zinc and other
contaminants. Laboratory toxicity testing was conducted by the Companies with contaminated sediment
collected from the Portneuf River at the IWW outfall. All sampling activities were statistically designed
to allow comparison of site-related contamination with unaffected reference areas.

The results of the aquatic investigations demonstrated that cadmium is elevated approximately 2.5 times
background in depositional sediments of the Portneuf River delta (see Table 7 ). However, the chemical
analysis showed that the majority of cadmium is strongly bound to sediments and, thus, is not in a
bioavailabie form. In addition, based on the Company study’ sediment from near the {WW outfall was
not toxic to laboratory test species of selected benthic invertebrates. Moreover, no other contaminants
were found in Portneuf River deita sediment at levels significantly above background or levels of concem.
Therefore, potential risks of adverse effects of sediment contamination on benthic life are expected to

be minimal.

The results of the terrestrial ecological investigations for soil, vegetation, and deer mice as compared to
background are summarized in Tables 8-10. The resuits demonstrate that cadmium, fluoride, and zinc
are elevated in riparian and upiand soils and in plant tissue samples, and that cadmium and fluorides are
elevated in small mammal tissue samplies collected near the site. Fluoride concentrations in vegetation
appeared to be related to current fluoride emissions which are deposited on plant surfaces and absorbed
in gaseous form by plants. There was no correlation between fluoride concentrations in soil and fluoride

' concentrations in vegetation.

in general, the data confirm that the mobility of cationic metals such as cadmium and zinc is limited by
the arid, high-pH soils of the site vicinity. Hence. concentrations of COPCs are much reduced in the
terrestrial food chain compared with their concentrations in soil. In addition, it is likely that soil
contamination at the site is confined to the surficial soil honzon.

2 While this study was conducted independently by the Companies without direct EPA
oversight previous studies of benthic life in the Portneuf River confirm the findings.
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6.0 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

ERCLA response actions at the Eastern Michaud Flats site as described in this ROD are intended to
protect human health and the environment from current and potential future exposure to hazardous
substances found at the site.

To assess the risks posed by site contamination, a "Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk
Assessment,” (Risk Assessment) was prepared by E&E, a contractor to EPA. The Risk Assessment
assumes that there is no site cleanup.

6.1 Human Health Risks
6.1.1 Approach to Human Health Risks

An assessment of the risks to human health invoive a five-step process: identification of contaminants
of potential concermn (COPCs), an assessment of contaminant toxicity, an exposure assessment for the
population at risk, quantitative characterization of the risk, and an analysis of uncertainty.

6.1.2 Conceptual Site Model

individuals potentially exposed to site-related contaminants inciude current and potential future site
workers and nearby residents. Figure 23 shows the conceptual site model for human exposure. The
principal current and/or potential future exposure pathways are:

.. ~ Inhalation of airbome contaminants;
. Dermal contact with, and incidental ingestion of, contaminated soils and waste
. materials;
. External radiation exposure from contaminated soils and waste materiais;
. Ingestion of homegrown produce grown in contaminated soils (risks estimated
based on uptake of contaminants by plant roots;
. Use of contaminated ground water as a source of drinking water; and
. Ingestion and dermal contact with contaminated surface water and consumption

of fish from those waters.

Both the FMC and Simplot Plants are operating facilities enclosed by perimeter fences with controlled
access. Normalily, only Plant employees and authorized visitors can gain access to the facilities.
Trespassing may be possible, but trespassers have rarely been seen at either Plant. Together, the two

Plants currently employ approximately 1,000 people.

Under current conditions, individuals who experience exposure at the Plants appear to be limited to Plant
workers. Current workers could be exposed to contaminants through incidental ingestion of soils,
inhalation of contaminated air, and external exposure to gamma radiation from contaminants in soil and
_waste materials. Contaminated ground water is not used as drinking water at either Plant. The FMC
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Plant obtains its drinking water from wells in the deep aquifer which currently meets MCLs. Employees
at the Simpiot Plant use bottled water.

Residents living around the site are the individuals likely to experience the greatest exposures to site-
related contaminants in the Off-Plant areas. Currently, the nearest residence is approximately 1/4 mile
north from the FMC Plant Area (see Figure 24 for the existing residential areas). Site-related
contaminants are found in surface soils throughout much of the site as a result of the migration and
deposition of airbome particles. Residents could be exposed to site-related contaminants by breathing
contaminated air, through incidental ingestion of contaminated soil, and by exposure to gamma radiatio:
from radionuclides deposited on the soil. In addition, many residents of the area ccnsume homegrown
produce, and some consume homegrown beef. Currently, there are no residences in areas where
ground water has been contaminated by the site. Therefore, use of ground water as drinking water is
not a complete exposure pathway for current residents of the site, but it could be a potential future
exposure pathway if existing wells affected by site-reiated contamination were retumed to service, if new
wells were installed in the contaminated area. or if the piume were to expand or shift and thereby affect
presently unaffected existing or future drinking water wells.

6.1.3 Background Concentrations

Many of the metals, other inorganic chemicals, and radionuclides that constitute the principal
contaminants at the site also are natural constituents of soil, ground water, surface water, and sediment.
Therefore, it was necessary to determine what the natural background concentrations were in the various
media in order to determine whether concentrations measured in samples were consistent with natural
levels.-or due to contamination. For soils, background values were obtained by determining the 95th
percentile concentration of local subsurface soils. Ground water background values were determined
from the 95th percentile concentration in wells determined to be either hydrological upgradient or cross
gradient from potential site-related contamination sources and free of site related influences. For air,
background was obtained from determining the 95th percentile from air monitoring data collected at
Station 6 (background location).

6.1.4 Contaminants of Potential Concern

An initial screening analysis was done, using information available at the time, to identify the
contaminants of potential concemn (COPC). This screening involved two steps. In the first step,
contaminants were selected based upon a very conservative estimate of potential health risk. Maximum
concentrations of chemicals in media (e.g.. soil, air, and ground water) at the site were compared to
conservative risk-based concentrations. These risk-based concentrations were derived using standard
EPA exposure assumptions assuming residential exposures in the Off-Plant area and industrial
exposures for the Plant Areas; acceptable cancer risk levels of 1x107 for soil and 1x10® for water; and
acceptable HQs of 0.1. Tables 11-13 show the screening criteria for soils, ground water, and air,

respectively.

The second step in the selection of COPCs was a more refined screening which narrowed the list of
COPCs by considering factors such as frequency of occurrence of each COPC, detectlon limits, and

background concentrations for inorganics only.
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Tabie 14

L SUMMARY OF COPCs BY MEDIA

[ Chemical Soil Groundwater Air®
Alurmaum X
Antmony X
Arsenc X X X
Berytum X X
Boron X X
Cadgmym X X
Chromum ) X
Cryswaiine Quarz X
Flucnge X X X
Gross aipha x* x*
Gross beta x* x*
Lead-210 X X
Manganese X X
Mercury X X
Nicxel X X X
Nitrate X
Phosonorus - X
PM.o X
Polonium-210 X * X
Potasswum-40 X *
Radium-226 * X
Ragon e
Setenium X X X
Sitver X X
Tetrachioroethene X
Thaikum X
Thonym-230 * * X
Trchioroethene X
Uranmum.234 :
Urarum-238 X * X
Vanadum X X
2ine X X

Ingividual radionuciides potentially responsibie for elevated gross aipha and gross beta leveis are aiso COPCs.
Chemecals Mat exceeded background concentrabons and lacked nhaiauon toxiCity cntena (reference concentrations
ang mhatauon unt nsks) were retamed as COPCs.

Retained as 3 COPC marnty for evaluaton of potennal radon infiltration into buticings under altemate future commercial
or Ingustnal uses of the ute.

COPC = Contammant of potental concem.



The list of COPCs? for soil, air, and ground water developed for the Risk Assessment are shown in Table
14. The potential for these COPCs to impact health was further evaluated using more realistic and site-
specific exposure assumptions.

6.1.5 Toxicity Assessment

The toxicity assessment presents the toxicity data for the COPCs at the EMF site and provides an
estimate of the relationships between the extent of exposure to the COPCs and the likelihood and/or
severity of potential adverse health effects. The EMF site has both chemical and radiological
contaminants that exert their toxicological effects in different ways and require different assessment
approaches.

Toxicity information is provided in the Risk Assessment for the COPCs. Generally, cancer risks are
calculated using toxicity factors known as slope factors (SFs), while noncancer risks are assessed using
reference doses (RfDs). Tables 15 - 17 show the toxicity vaiues for carcinogens, noncarcinogens, and
radionuclides.

6.1.5.1 Quantitative Indices of Toxicity

Quantitative indices of toxicity were compiled for the dose-response assessment that was used in
estimating the relationship between the extent of exposure to a contaminant and the potential increased
likelihood and/or severity of adverse effects.

The following EPA sources were used to obtain toxicity values:

. The Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) computer database. This is the
preferred source of toxicity values because these data are the most recent EPA
criteria available and have been reviewed extensively by EPA;

. The Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST). These tables were
consulted if a toxicity value was unavailable on IRIS. EPA's Environmental Criteria
and Assessment Office (ECAQ) established these values for use in risk
assessments; and '

. EPA's Environmental Criteria Assessment Office.

EPA developed Slope Factors (SFs) for estimating excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure
to potential carcinogens. SFs are expressed in units of (mg/kg-day)™ and are multiplied by the estimated
intake of a potential carcinogen, in mg/kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetime
cancer risk associated with exposure at that intake level. The term "upper-bound" reflects the
conservative estimate of the risks calculated from the SF. Use of this approach makes underestimates
of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. SFs are derived from the results of human epidemiological

3 Other contaminants may be added to this list if new anélyﬁcal methods become available
{such as for P,) or new information indicates other contaminants pose a potential risk.
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tudies, or chronic animal bioassay data, to which mathematical extrapolation from hlgh to low doses,
nd from animal to human studies, have been applied.

EPA developed Reference Doses (RfDs) to indicate the potential for adverse heaith effects from
exposure to chemicals exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of mg/kg-
day, are estimates of lifetime daily exposure for humans, including sensitive subpoputations likely to be
without risk of adverse effect. Estimated intakes of contaminants of concem from environmental media
(e.g., the amount of a contaminant of concemn ingested from contaminated drinking water) can be
compared to the RfD. RfDs are derived from human epidemiological studies or animal studies to which
uncertainty factors have been applied.

6.1.5.2 Combining Radionuclide and Chemical Cancer Risks

The methods used by EPA for estimating cancer risks from exposure to chemical and radionuclide
carcinogens are similar in their general approach, but differ significantly in some of their details. One
important difference is in the way toxicity values (i.e., SFs) were developed. For both radionuclides and
chemical carcinogens, SFs are obtained by extrapolating from experimental and epidemiological data.
However, for radionuclides, human epidemiological data usually form the basis of the extrapolation, while
for many chemical carcinogens, laboratory experiments are the primary basis of the SF extrapolation.
Another even more fundamental difference between the two is that SFs for chemical carcinogens
generally represent an upper bound or 95% confidence limit value, while radionuclide SFs are best
estimates or central tendency values. In light of these differences, the two sets of nsk estimates are
tabulated separately in the risk assessment.

6.1.6 Exposure Assessment

‘he exposure assessment characterizes the exposure scenarios, identifies potentially exposed
populations and their exposure pathways and routes of exposure, and quantifies exposure in terms of
chronic daily dose (mg/kg/day or milligrams of contaminant taken into the body per kilogram of body
weight per day). EPA Superfund guidance recommends that both RMEs (reasonable maximum
exposures) and average exposures be calculated in site risk assessment. RME exposures are calculated
using assumptions that result in higher than average exposures to ensure that the risk assessment
results are protective of the reasonably maximaily exposed individual. For this risk assessment, RME
and average exposures (identified as the central tendency ( CT)) were quantified by using Region 10 EPA
default exposure factors (e.g., body weight, contact rate, exposure frequency and duration) with site-
specific exposure point concentrations.

Exposure and risk estimates were caiculated for all of the chemicals and radionuclides selected as
COPCs for an environmental medium for every sampling location using the 95% Upper Confidence Limit
(UCL) of the arithmetic mean of the concentrations measured at those locations. Because some of the
concentrations of some of the COPCs were at or close to background leveis at many of the locations
evaluated, the exposures and risk associated with background concentrations also were caiculated for
each exposure scenario for comparison.

For workers, oﬁly RME exposures were calcuiated since default exposure factors were not available.
For residents site-specific information was used in estimating intake factors for consumption of
homegrown produce. Potential residential exposures from the other pathways were estimated using
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EPA's standard default exposure factors. Categories of workers selected for the risk assessment and
the exposure factors used in the risk assessment were based on information provided by FMC and
Simplot.

6.1.6.1 Alternate Future Uses of the FMC and Simplot Plants

Both Plants are currently expected to continue operations for the foreseeable future; however, one or
both plants could cease operations and be converted to an alternate use. Because of the industrial
nature of the plants and the large amount of waste materials at the facilities, future residential use of the
Plant areas was considered unlikely. A more likely future use would be some alterate commercial or
industrial use. Under such a future use scenario. a worker at the redeveloped site would probably have
the greatest potential exposure to site contaminants. Accordingly, the potential exposure of a
hypothetical future site worker was evaluated to assess the risks the Plant area could pose in the future
if it were to be converted to a different use. The exposure pathways for the hypothetical future plant
worker were assumed to be the same as those for current workers, with two additions. Because the site
is not served by a public water supply system, ground water might be used as a source of potabie water,
in which case future plant workers could be exposed to contaminants in ground water. |n addition, during
Plant redevelopment, new buildings could be constructed in areas having elevated levels of radio-
nuclides in the soil. Workers using such buildings could be exposed to elevated levels of radon in indoor
air that infiltrated the buildings from the adjacent soil.

6.1.7 Risk Characterization

For carcinogens, risks are estimated as the incremental probability of an individual developing cancer
over a lifetime as a resuit of exposure to the specific carcinogen. Excess lifetime cancer risk is caiculated
by mutltiplying the SF (see toxicity assessment, section 6.1.2) by the quantitative estimate of exposure,
the "chronic daily intake.” These risks are probabilities generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g.,
1x10®). An excess lifetime cancer of 1x10 indicates that an individual has a one in one million
(1:1,000,000) chance of developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen under the
specific exposure conditions assumed.

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by comparing an exposure level over a specified
time period (lifetime) with a RfD (see toxicity assessment section above) derived for a similar exposure
period. The ratio of exposure to toxicity is called a hazard quotient (HQ). Hazard quotients are
calculated by dividing the exposure by the specific RfD. By adding the hazard quotients for all COPCs
that effect the same target organ (liver, nervous system, etc.), the hazard index (Hl) can be calcuiated.

The RME provides a conservative but a realistic exposure scenario for considering remediai actions at
a Superfund site. Based on the RME, when the excess lifetime cancer risk estimates are below 1x10?,
or when the noncancer Hi is less than 1, EPA generally considers the potential human health risks being
below levels of concern. Remedial action may be warranted when excess lifetime cancer risks exceed
1x10™ (one in ten thousand) and Hls exceed 1.0. Between 1x10® and 1x10*, clean up may or may not
be selected, depending on individual site conditions including human health and ecological concems.

The following discussion summarizes the cancer and noncancer risk characterization resuits for the
Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund site.
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.1.7.1 Residential Areas
6.1.7.1.1 Near Plant Areas

As discussed earlier, an area north of the FMC and Simplot fence lines was evaluated in the risk
assessment for possible residential use. Because of its proximity to the Plants, it seems unlikely that
any residences would be constructed there in the future. In addition, most of the land in this area is
owned by FMC or Simplot, and deed restrictions barring residential use have aiready been or will be
placed on these parceis. Nevertheless, all of the residential exposure pathways in this area have
potential Incremental Carcinogenic Risks (ICRs) and HQs substantially above benchmark levels (cancer
risk of 1x10° or a HQ quotient of 1) in the Northern areas of the FMC and Simplot plants and south of
1-86, and the exposure point concentrations are all well above background levels. The highest potential
cancer risks are for extemal radiation exposure from soils (ICRs from 4.5x10* to 4x107°) and potential
use of contaminated ground water as drinking water (chemical ICRs - 1.7x10™ to 9.5x10* due to arsenic;
rad ICRs - 1.5x10 to 9.5x10° due to lead-210, estimated from gross alpha). The ICRs for inhalation of
airborne contaminants are also elevated in this area (Air Monitoring Station 2: chemical ICR - 1.5x10°°
due to cadmium, chromium (V!), and arsenic; rad ICR - 6.0x10™® due to polonium-210).

6.1.7.1.2 Existing Residential Areas

In the existing residential areas, shown in Figure 24, the incremental radiological cancer risks for the
exposure pathways arising from soil are due mainiy to external radiation exposure and, for the RME case,
fall between 1x10™ and 1x10° throughout much of the area. Table 18 summarizes the radionuclide
cancer nsks in existing residential areas and Table 19 summarizes the radiological carcinogenic risks to
residents from soil and vegetation. At some locations the exposure point concentrations are comparable

background levels, but at the locations with the higher ICRs the exposure point concentrations are at

ast 1.5 times background levels. Figures 25-27 show Off-Plant areas were radionuclide activities
exceed 1x10™ to 1x10® incremental risks.

The incremental chemical cancer risks from the soil pathways range from about 1x10 to 8.4x10°° and
are mainly due to arsenic. Table 20 summarizes the chemical cancer risks in existing residential areas.
The exposure point concentrations giving rise to these risks are comparable to background leveis at most
locations, but the locations with the higher ICRs have exposure point concentrations 1.5 to 2 times
background.

IHQs exceed 1 for the residential soil pathways for antimony, boron, cadmium, fluoride, mercury,
vanadium, and zinc. Table 21 summarizes the noncarcinogenic risks to residents from soii and
vegetation. The IHQs for cadmium are substantiailly above 1 at several locations (see Figure 28). The
exposure point concentrations of cadmium are due to consumption of homegrown produce.

New information on the quantities of homegrown produce items consumed became available after the
HHRA for the EMF site was completed. This information lead EPA to reevaiuate the estimates of
exposure to site-related contaminants from consumption of homegrown produce and the associated risks.
The revised consumption rates, which are approximately 2 to 3 times lower than the original estimates,
are believed to more realistically reflect the actual quantities of homegrown produce items likely to be
consumed by residents of the Pocatello area. Only the estimated cadmium exposures were quantitatively
reevaluated because cadmium was the only COPCs for which the IHQs for this pathway exceeded 1 in
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existing residential areas. The estimated exposure to the other COCs would also change in proportion
to the estimated changes in the cadmium exposures. Revised estimates of the incremental hazard
quotients for cadmium exposure from consumption of homegrown produce are reflected in Table 22. In
the existing residential areas around the site, IHQs for cadmium exposure via this pathway are highest
in residential areas 1, 2, 4, and 6 north of the site, where IHQs for reasonable maximum exposure range
from approximately 0.7 (in area 4, southwest of Siphon and Philbin Roads) to approximately 1.4 (in area
1, Rowlands Dairy).

Air emissions from the site have resulted in PM,, levels that exceed the NAAQS annual average standard
for PM,, at Station 2, which was located just north of the FMC fence line, and PM, levels that are
noticeably elevated at Station 1. The ICRs for inhalation of airbome contaminants also exceed 1x10°
away from the immediate site area (see Table 23 for a summary of the chemical risks to residents from
inhalation). The radiological cancer risks are somewhat elevated (ICRs of 1.0x10"® and 1.1x10°) at
Stations 3 and 5, which are located near existing residences, due to exposure point concentrations of
polonium-21C *hat are 35% to 40% above background levels (see Table 24 for a summary of the
radiological carcinogenic risks to residents from inhalation). The chemical cancer risks slightly exceed
1x10*® at Stations 1 and 5 (ICRs of 2.2xf0 and 1.1x10 ) due to exposure point concentrations of
cadmium and chromium (V!) 2 to 9 times higher than background levels. Stations 3 and 5 are iocated
near existing residences.

6.1.7.2 Plant Workers

Tables 25-26 summarize chemical cancer risks for workers at FMC and Simplot and Tables 27-28
summarize the radiological risks. The greatest estimated ICRs to current site workers are from exposure
to external radiation from soil and other surficial material. These risks range from 1.3x10™ to 8.0x10™
for the various worker categories evaluated and are 3 to 9 times higher than the risks for identical
exposures to local background soils. Incidental soil ingestion and inhalation of airbome contaminants
also have estimated |{CRs great enough to be of potential concem. Both the radiological and chemical
cancer risks were of a similar magnitude for these two pathways. The incremental radiological cancer
risks range from 6.0x10 to 2.0x10°, and the chemical cancer risks range from 1.8x10 to 8.3xf0
These risks are approximately 3 to 10 times higher than the corresponding background risks. The soil
ingestion risks are due to arsenic, beryllium, and the lead-210 and radium-226 levels estimated from the
gross alpha measurements. The inhajation risks are due to cadmium, chromium (VI1), arsenic, and
polonium-210. None of the estimated IHQs for noncarcinogenic effects exceeded 1 for current site
workers. However, PM4q levels exceed the NAAQS annual average standard at Station 2, which was
used to estimate the exposure of Plant workers to airbome contaminants.

The greatest estimated ICRs to potential future Plant area workers are from inhalation of radon in
buildings that may be constructed on or near soiis containing radioactive contaminants (approximately
4x107?), use of contaminated site ground water as drinking water (1.6x1® to 1.7x10 ), and external
radiation exposure from radionuclides in the soil (4.8x10* to 9.5x10*). The radon risks were estimated
based on modeling which is described in Appendix D and are 7 to 8 times higher than background; the
external radiation risks are 2.8 to 4.6 times higher than background; and the potential drinking water risks,
which are due to lead-210 and radium-226 (estimated from gross alpha activities) and arsenic, are 15
to 21 times higher than background. The risks to potential future plant area workers from incidental soil
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gestion and inhalation of airborne contaminants are lower but are still great enough to be of potential
concern. The sources and magnitude of these risks are similar to those for current site workers.

6.1.7.2.1 Noncarcinogenic Risks

Noncarcinogenic risks were only identified for future workers at the Plants and are shown in Tables 29
and 30. The incremental hazard quotients. range from 1-14 and are due to potential ingestion of
contaminated ground water containing arsenic, fluoride, manganese, and vanadium.

6.1.7.3 Assessment of Potential Heaith Effects from Inhalation of Airborne Particulate Matter
(PMyp) '

Airbome particulate matter has been identified as a COPC for air at the EMF site, but its potential heaith
effects could not be assessed in the quantitative risk assessment because there are no guantitative
toxicological indices available for particulate matter. However, NAAQS have been established for
airborne particulate matter. Thus, the potential for adverse heaith effects from inhalation of airbome
particulate matter was assessed by comparing the PM,q levels measured in the EMF study area to the
NAAQS.

PM, levels were measured at six air monitoring stations in the EMF study area and a reference location
(Station 6) located approximately 13 miles west-southwest of the site (the prevailing upwind direction)
every second day for a year beginning in October 1993. The locations of the air monitoring stations are
shown in Figure 22. Briefly, stations 2, 1, and 3 were located at increasing distances from the site in the
prevailing downwind direction. Station 4 was located at the northwestern edge of the city of Pocatello,
tween the site and the city. Station 5 was located southwest of the site along Michaud Creek and is
iwind of the site under prevailing wind conditions; however, it appears to receive contamination from
e site when the wind is very light or is biowing from other directions. Station 7 was located east of the

site on the shoulder of the Bannock Hills, at a higher elevation than the other stations.

The maximum and average PM,, and TSP values recorded at each station are given in Table 31. The
NAAQSSs for PM,, are: a 24-hour average of 150 ug/m?, not to be exceeded more than once per year,
and an expected annual arithmetic mean of 50 ug/m?®. The concentrations of PM,, at the air monitoring
stations in the vicinity of the EMF site ranged from a minimum daily average of 0.2 pyg/m® at Station 5 to
a maximum of 150.74 pg/m? at Station 2, which was located in the prevailing downwind direction just
across the northem fence line of FMC. The maximum PM,, concentration detected at Station 2 was the
only detected concentration that approached the 24-hour average standard of 150 ug/m®. The annual
concentration standard of 50 ug/m® was exceeded only at Station 2 (55.75 uyg/m®). The annual average
PM,, concentrations measured at stations 1, 2, and 4 were approximately 60%, 200%, and 30% higher
than those at Station 6, the background station. Annual average concentrations at stations 3, 5, and 7
were comparable to the background levels.

Information on the characteristics of the airborne contaminants is discussed in the risk assessment.
Analysis of available information suggests that the elevated PM,, levels at stations 1 and 2 are due to
a combination of active emissions and fugitive dust from the Plants. At Station 2, the highest PM,, levels
were associated with wind speeds more than 10 mph, which suggests that the highest levels at this
station were mainiy due to fugitive dust. At Station 1, high leveis were associated with both low and high
wind speeds, indicating that both active emissions and fugitive dust from the Plants can result in high
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PM,, levels at this station. Station 4 is located on the edge of Pocatelio and is not directly downwind from
the Plants under most meteorological conditions. This suggests that the modestly elevated PM,, levels
seen at this station were due at least in part to non-Plant-related sources such as dust, wood smoke, and
vehicular emissions.

Maximum daily average PM,, levels were elevated only at stations 2, 5, and 7. As discussed above, the
highest levels at Station 2 are probably due to fugitive dust from the Plants. Stations S and 7 appear to
receive the greatest amounts of contamination from the Plants when the winds are light, indicating that
the elevated maximum levels seen at these stations probably reflect active emissions from the Plants.

The concentrations measured at all of the stations are indicative of the exposure's residents living near
those stations could experience. Currently, there are no residents living near stations 1 or 2, which had
the highest annual average levels. Residents do live in the vicinity of stations 3, 4, and 5; however, PM,,
levels either are not consistently elevated (stations 3 and 5) or do not appear to reflect site-related
contamination (Station 4) at these locations.

The airbome contaminant concentrations measured at Station 2 have been assumed to be of
representative exposure point concentrations for Plant workers since airbome contaminant
concentrations were not measured within the operating areas of the Plants. Based on this assumption,
it appears that Plant workers could be exposed to PM,, concentrations above the NAAQSSs.

The PM,, levels measured at Station 2 could cause respiratory irritation and could aggravate the
symptoms of patients with a previous history of asthma, bronchitis, emphysema, or other respiratory
diseases.

6.2 Ecological Risk Assessment

A baseline ecological risk assessment was conducted for the EMF site to evaluate the potential for
effects of site-related contamination on the natural environment in accordance with EPA regulatory
guidance. The findings of the ecological risk assessment are presented below.

Important ecosystems occurring in the vicinity of the site include the riverine, open-water, and mudfiat
habitats of the Portneuf River and American Falls Reservoir. Extensive areas of native upland sagebrush
steppe ecosystems aiso occur in the foothiils and river plains adjacent to the site.

The potential site-related exposure of terrestrial plants and wildlife to COPCs* (See Table 32 for a list of
Ecological COPCs) was quantitatively estimated. Exposure of aquatic and semi-aquatic birds and
mammals to cadmium in river delta sediment was also quantitatively estimated. The following receptors
of concem at the site were selected for evaluation:

. Sagebrush Steppe Habitat: shrubs (big sagebrush), grasses (thickspike
wheatgrass). mammalian carnivores (coyote), small mammals (deer mouse),

‘Other contaminants may be added to this list if new analytical methods become available (such
as for P,) or new information indicates other contaminants pose a potential risk.
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Tabie 32
SUMMARY OF ECOLOGICAL COPCs BY MEDIA
Sediment
Portneuf River
Chemical Sail Portneuf River Deita® Surface Water

Arsenic x°

Beryllium x°

Cadmium X x°

Chromium ) X X

Copper X

Fluoride ; Lk x°

Lead-210 ¢

Mercury x° _ x4

Molybdenum X

Selenium x> ¢ X

Silver x© X

Thailium X©

Vanadium X X X

Zinc x

Total number of COPCs 7 13 1 4
g See Section 3.
c COPC sclected for investigation in Portmeuf River delta
d Chemical exceeds background; ecological screening criteria not available.

Mercury is considered a COPC in surface water due to the insensitivity of the anaiytical method (see Section
2.3.2.2) and the concern with mercury contamination of the aquatic food chain, raised from previous studics in
American Falls Reservoir (see Appendix F).

Key:

COPC =  Conuminant of Potential Concemn.
- = COPC sclected for quantitative risk analysis.



large herbivorous mammals (mule deer), upland game birds (sage grouse), raptors (red-tailed hawks),
and songbirds (horned larks).

. Riparian Habitat: shrubs (Russian olive) and songbirds (cedar waxwing).

. River Deita Habitat: waterfowl (mallard), shorebirds (spotted sandpipers), and
semi-aquatic herbivorous mammals (muskrat).

Cumulative exposure estimates were derived based on site-specific contaminant data and exposure
parameters published in literature, such as dietary composition, home range, exposure duration,
ingestion rate, and body weight. Both dietary exposure routes and incidental ingestion of contaminated
media were quantitatively assessed. Estimated exposures to COPCs were greater for receptors at the
site areas compared to exposure for receptors at background locations. The importance of soil ingestion
versus food as a percentage of total exposure varied with location, receptor, and COPCs.

The potential toxic effects of COPCs were evaluated based on toxicity benchmarks derived from
literature. Conservative assumptions were used where necessary to account for uncertainties of
extrapolation from literature studies. Toxicity reference values derived in this manner are likely to
encompass the broad range of wildlife sensitivity to COPCs.

For each receptor, the potential ecological risks of each COPC were estimated by calculating a hazard
quotient (HQ), which is defined as the total estimated exposure received through all relevant pathways
divided by the appropriate toxicity reference value. An HQ greater than 1 indicates a potential risk of
adverse chronic effects resuiting from exposure. HQ's for plants, mammals, and birds are summarized
in Tables 33-35.

Potential risks of adverse effects of fluoride on resident plant and wildlife species of the sagebrush steppe
ecosystem were identified. Potential site-related risks were not identified for cadmium or zinc in any of
the habitats affected by the site. The estimated risks of fluoride are only marginally above the threshold
for toxic effects, and by inference the species at risk may be marginaily but not severely affected.
Because the potential risks were quantified for effects on individual organisms using conservative
assumptions to account for uncertainty, and because the upland species most likely to be impacted occur
commonly throughout the region, widespread or significant ecological effects at the population and
community leveis are not expected.

Given the ongoing air emissions and cumulative toxicity of fluoride, the potential for impacts is expected
to increase over time with continued air deposition. A reduction in fluoride loadings could allow for a
reduction in the potential for harmful effects on the ecosystem in the future, as well as a reduction in
current nisks.

6.3 Uncertainty

The numerical results of a risk assessment have inherent uncertainty because of limited knowiedge
regarding exposure and toxicity, and because of limitations due to the accuracy and representativeness
of environmental sampiing. Whenever availabie and appropriate, site specific information from the RI
was used for estimation of exposure to reduce uncertainty. Where information was incomplete,
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nservative assumptions were made and/or conservative default values were used to ensure protection
of public heaith and the environment.

The following sections summarize the most significant uncertainties assocxated with scenarios in the EMF
Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessments.

6.3.1 Uncertainty in the Human Heaith Risk Assessment

The greatest uncertainties affecting the estimates of potential residential exposures appear to be in the
estimates of the soil-to-plant and plant-to-animal transfer factors and in the bioavailability of contaminants
in soils that might be accidentally ingested. The soii-to-plant transfer factor for cadmium, which accounts
for the bulk of the estimated noncancer risk from consumption of homegrown produce, was based on
actual data for the local area, and therefore appears to be fairly reliable.

The greatest uncertainties affecting the estimates of potential worker exposures appear to be the
estimates of specific radionuclide concentrations in ground water and soil that had to be estimated from
gross alpha measurements, the estimates of radon infiltration into buildings that might be constructed
on site in the future, and estimates of the external radiation exposure to current workers derived from the
aenal radiological survey of the area conducted in 1986. Confidence in the estimated radiological risks
associated with potential ground water consumption is low because of the first factor cited. While there
is considerable uncertainty in the modeling process used to estimate potential radon concentrations in
future site buildings, the values obtained appear to be consistent with concentrations actually measured
in existing site buildings in the past; therefore, these risk estimates appear to be at least moderately
reliable. There are some uncertainties in estimating current external radiation exposures from measure-
ents made in 1986. The 1986 data, however, were actual exposure rates measured for the site;
cerefore the risk estimates based on these measurements also are believed to be at least moderately
reliable.

Uncertainty in the quantitative toxicity estimates for the COPCs for the site aiso affects the reliability of
the risk estimates. However, the confidence in the reference doses and slope factors for the COPCs
driving the estimated risks for the site is considered to be moderate to good.

6.3.1.1 Air Pathway Uncertainty

The following are several factors that contribute to the uncertainty associated with the risk estimates for
the air pathway: (1) The meteorology during the Superfund air monitoring may not have adequately
represented the range of possible valley weather pattens. (2) Only three of four furnaces were in
operation during the CERCLA monitoring period (the associated feedstock operations and calcining were
also at reduced capacity). (3) Air monitors were sited for chemical speciation and to verify the
representativeness of the model. There were not necessarily sited to represent the Reasonable
Maximum Exposed Individual. (4) Since the Remedial investigation air monitoring effort was completed,
FMC's ore has been mined from a different source. Current feedstocks may be richer in some COPCs.
(5) Certain constituents were not included in the study, (i.e., Phosphine and Hydrogen Cyanide). (6)
Wedding filters were used for collection of PM,, data. These filters may on average provide readings
20% less than comparable Sierra Anderson Units. Another source of uncertainty with the air pathway
risk estimates are in relation to phosphorus and its oxidation products. Quantitative evaluation of
potential risks from phosphorus and its oxidation products were unavailable due the lack of a standard
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EPA method for measurement of these constituents in air, and lack of information of the toxicological
effects from inhaling low levels of these substances over a prolonged period of time. Because of the
importance of assessing the risks from releases of phosphorus and its oxidation products to the air at the
EMF site, EPA investigated the use of non-EPA methods for measuring these substances in air. Several
methods were considered, but none were sufficiently specific and well validated to generate quality data
that would meet EPA's guidelines for data useability in risk assessments. Therefore, EPA reluctantly
concluded that it was not possible to collect useable data on the concentrations of phosphorus and/or
its oxidation products as part of the RI for the site.

In addition, more recently EPA's air program and the Shoshone Bannock Tribes established three new
air quality monitoring sites adjacent to the industrial complex northwest of Pocateilo in October 1996.
From Qctober 7 through December 31, 1996, these sites recorded twenty-two days when leveis of
particulate matter near the industrial complex were measured above the national particulate standard of
150 micrograms per cubic meter. These levels are nearly S0% higher than that measured during a
comparabie period of time during the Superfund air monitoring program. It is uncertain what has
contributed to these observed differences and it is unclear if the specific contaminants of concem
evaluated in the risk assessment would also be expected to increase by 50%.

6.3.1.2 Summary of the Exposure Assessment Uncertainties:

Overall, the exposure estimates obtained are probably highly to moderately reliable for COPCs at the
EMF site. Several of the factors adding uncertainty to the estimates tend to result in overestimation of
exposure. These include:

. The directed nature of the sampling program;

. The use of conservatively estimated or extrapolated values for some exposure
point concentrations; and,

. The use of conservative exposure parameter values in the exposure estimation
calculations.

One factor that could lead to an underestimation of the exposures is:

. The use of sample quantitation limits that could result in missing low
concentrations of some contaminants that might pose significant risks.

Finally, one factor that could lead to overestimation or underestimation of exposures is:
. The use of the steady state assumption for source concentration estimates.

The cumulative effect of all of the exposure uncertainties most likely is to overestimate the true potential
exposure.
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'.3.1.3 Summary of Toxicity Assessment Uncertainties
The basic uncertainties undertying the assessment of the toxicity of a chemical include:

. Uncertainties arising from the design, execution, or relevance of the scientific
studies that form the basis of the assessment;

. Uncertainties involved in extrapolating from the underlying scientific studies to the
exposure situation being evaluated, including variable responses to chemical
exposures within human and animal populations, between species, and between
routes of exposure; and

. The absence of quantitative toxicological indices for some chemicals that may
result in underestimation of the total risks posed by the site.

These basic uncertainties could result in a toxicity estimate, hased directly on the underlying studies, that
either under-or overestimates the true toxicity of a chemical.

6.3.2 Ecological Risk Assessment Uncertainties

Confidence in the resuits of the risk assessment is considered to be high. Maximal use was made of

site-specific exposure data, thereby reducing a major source of uncertainty. Exposure estimates for

plants and wildlife was based on statistically designed sampling; hence, the modeied exposure estimates

have a high degree of reliability. Toxicity testing and chemical analysis of sediments provides adequate

information to evaluate potential impacts of contaminants to the Portneuf River, which were judged to be

‘ﬂnimal. In general, the risk assessment is more likely to overestimate rather than underestimate the
sks of adverse effects of the site because of the conservative nature of the assumptions used.

Principal uncertainties and limitations of the risk assessment are related to selection of a limited number
of COPCs and endpoint species for evaluation, deficiencies of the fiuoride chemical analyses,
assumptions used to derive exposure estimates and toxicity reference values, the limited field verification
of risks, and interpretation of the broader ecological significance of the hazard quotients.

6.4 Need for Action

The Baseline Risk Assessment (Human and Ecological) supports the conclusion that hazardous
substances are found on the site and that the actual or threatened release of these substances from this
site, if a response action is not taken, may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to public
health, weilfare, or the environment.

7.0 Remedial Action Objectives

The overall objective of the remedial actions for the Eastem Michaud Flats site is to provide an effective
mechanism for protecting human health and the environment from contaminated site soils and ground
water. To address the potential risks from the site, the following cleanup objectives were developed:
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7.1 FMC and Simplot Plant

Reduce the exposure to radon that would occur in future buildings constructed within the
Plant Areas under a future industrial scenario.

Prevent external exposure to radionuclides in soils at levels that pose estimated excess
cancer risks greater than 1 x 10, or site specific background levels where that is not
practicable.

Prevent ingestion or inhalation of soils containing Contaminants of Concern (COCs) at
levels that pose estimated excess risks above 1 x 10, a non cancer risk HQ of 1, or site-
specific background levels where that is not practicable . :

Reduce the release and migration of COCs to the ground water from facility sources that
may result in concentrations in ground water exceeding risk-based concentration (RBCs)
or chemical specific Applicabie or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement (ARAR),
specifically Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs).

Prevent potential ingestion of ground water containing COCs having concentrations
exceeding RBCs or MCLs (chemical specific ARARSs) (see Table 36). The RBCs shown
in Table 36 correspond to a cancer risk of 10 or a Hazard Index of 1.0.

Restore ground water that has been impacted by site sources to meet all RBCs or MCLs
for the COCs

7.2 Off-Plant Area

The following cleanup objectives wouild apply for the Off-Plant Area:

Prevent future consumption of homegrown produce grown in areas of the site where soil
constituents levels result in a potential noncarcinogenic risk exceeding a HQ of 1.

Prevent external exposure to radium-226 in soils at levels that pose cumulative estimated
excess risks above 1 x 10*. '

Prevent the potential for future impacts to ecological receptors by monitoring fluoride at
the site and surface water at springs (see Table 37 of ecological COCs and Risk-based
Concentrations). If monitoring data indicates that fluoride levels in the environment are
increasing, beyond that observed during the RI sampling, and the potential for an
unacceptable ecological risk is indicated, additional actions, including source controls,
may be required. :
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TABLE 36

CONCERN IN GROUNDWATER

RISK BASED AND MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION OF CONTAMINANTS OF |

Substance of Units Maximum Detected Risk Based Maximum
Concem ' Concentration Concentration Contaminant
Level (MCL)
1.07 .006 .006
5.53 .000048 .05
Beryllium mg/l .083 .000019 .004
Boron mg/l 89 1.36 _
Cadmium mg/] 3.9 .008 .005
Chromium mg/1 7.58 077 0.1
: 2,815 93 4
91.2 077 _
Mercury mg/1 .0043 .0046 .002
Nickel mg/1 3.46 299 0.1
mg/l 660 25.03 10
pCiV/L 7.09 39 5*
mg/l 19.73 .07 .05
mg/l 9.09 .001 .002
Vanadium mg/1 22.317 .108 _
Zinc mg/1 28.9 3.92 _
Tetrachloroethene | mg/1 035 .001 .005
Trnchloroethene | mg/l 028 .002 .005
pCVL 1,690 _ 15
pCVL 1,355 pCiNl _ 4 mrem/yr

Key:

* Combined Ra 226 and Ra 228

* RBCs for groundwater based on drinking water and watering homegrown produce. RBC value

based on cancer risk of 10 or HQ=1
® Individual radionuclides potentially responsible for elevated gross alpha and gross beta levels

are also COPCs. These include, but are not limited to, Lead-210, Polonium-210, Potassium-40,
Thorium-230, Uranium-234, and Uranium-238.
¢ Beta particle and photon activity based on consumption of 2 liters/day
Shaded chemicals are COCs identified in the FS




’ Prevent potential ingestion of ground water containing COCs having concentrations
exceeding RBCs or MCLs (chemical specific ARARS) (see Table 36). The RBCs shown
in Table 36 correspond to a cancer risk of 10® or a Hazard Index of 1.0.

With respect to radionuclides and metals in soils, the above remediation goals were established after first
considering the 10 excess risk as the point of departure. However, since local background for these
radionuclides poses risks greater than 10%, the 10* level is the most protective risk level which is
measurable and above background.

8.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Each of the remediation aiternatives in this section was developed as a way to mitigate the risks from
contamination on the site. A general discussion of each of the alternatives follows.

The FS evaluated a range of altemnatives for each subarea that could be used to address actual and/or
potential threats posed by the site. These alternatives are summarized below and include capital and
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) costs discounted at a 5 percent rate of retum over 30 years. Since
the FS altematives used similar numbering for each subarea, the following letters have been added to
the altematives: O- represents an Off-Plant area aitemnative, F- represents an FMC plant alternative, and
S- represents a Simplot plant aiternative.

These altematives were initially compared on the basis of effectiveness, implementability and cost. The
altemnatives presented below were evaluated in detail. Alternatives F1 and S1 (no action) for the FMC
and Simplot plants were eliminated because they were identical to alternatives F2 and S2 (no further
action), but did not recognize actions already taken by the Companies. EPA considers alternatives O1,
F2, and S2 as the baseline by which other aiternatives should be compared.

All alternatives include some provision for review of the cleanup at least every 5 years to ensure the
remedy remains protective. The primary difference among the aiternatives at FMC is the type of capping
proposed for the old phossy pond and calciner solids areas. The primary difference for Simplot
alternatives is the action to be taken on the gypsum stack. These altemnatives are as follows:

8.1 Off-Plant area

8.1.1 Alternative 01: No Action

Capital Cost: 20

Annual O&M Cost: $0

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $0

No action would be taken under this alternative. It was included because it is required by EPA's
guidance, and establishes a baseline to compare the level of environmental protection provided by other
_altematives.

8.1.2 Alternative 02: Vegetation/Bio Monitoring
Capital Cost: $0

Annual O&M Cost: $12,200
30-Year Cost Estimate: $187,544
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'emative 2 consists of a program to monitor levels of fluoride in the Off-Plant area. This would consist

periodic collection and analysis of vegetation or some other form of biomonitoring to assess the levels
of fluoride in the environment. This alternative has been developed to address the potential risk for
ecological receptors due to ingestion of vegetation containing fluoride.

8.1.3 Alternative 03: Institutional Controis

Capital Cost; $183,094

Annual O&M Cost: $12,200

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $370,637

This alternative includes the monitoring elements of alternative 02, and land use controls® such as
recorded deed restrictions, and environmental easements to restrict property use and inform future
property owners of the potential human healith risks associated with consumption of homegrown produce
from this area. Implementation of this alternative would likely inciude a combination of these controls with

a preference for environmental easements.
8.1.4 Alternative 04: Removal and Replacement of Soil Cover

Capital Cost: $6,869,304

Annua!l O&M Cost; $12,200

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $7,056,848

Alternative 04 includes all actions under alternative 03, and removal/replacement and/or covering of soils
at the time of any future residential development if the soils exceed cadmium or radium-226 levels that

represent an unacceptable excess risk.
8.2 FMC Subarea (FMC)
Q?J Alternative F2: No Further Action

pital Cost; $0
nnual O&M Cost: 30

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $0

No further action would be taken under this alternative. It was included because it is required by EPA's
guidance, and establishes a baseline to compare the level of environmental protection provided by other
alternatives. This alternative does recognize a number of actions taken during the course of the Ri by
FMC to meet various environmental regulations (see section 2.4.2). Some of the major actions include:
Installation of air scrubbers (1991); closure of the uniined pond 8S (1994); construction of new RCRA
surface impoundment- 16S (1993); paving of plant roads (1993); construction of a new lined calciner
pond (1993); and, placement of some deed restrictions on FMC property to prohibit residential use in the
future. FMC has estimated that the costs of the various projects completed over the last few years at

$31,600,000.

s The Off-Plant areas are currently zoned as industrial by Bannock County. However
this alternative does not rely on zoning to controi future land use, because it is subject to

change by local government.
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8.2.2 Alternative F3: Institutional Controls and Ground water Monitoring

Capital Cost: $63,000

Annual O&M Cost: $84.000 _

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $1,354,000

Alternative F3 relies on the use of institutional controls to prevent or minimize contact, ingestion, or
inhalation of contaminants in soils and ground water. Institutional controls include the following: plant
access restrictions such as fencing and security; plant work rules such as use of personal protection
equipment; piant construction practices to reduce radon levels in buildings; land use restrictions
controlling future use; and watzar usage restrictions to prevent ingestion of affected ground water. This
alternative also includes a ground water monitoring program to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency

of the remedial action selected.

8.2.3 Alternative F4: Institutional Controls, Surface Controls and Soil Cover, and Ground water
Monitoring :

Capital Cost: $3,130.000

Annual O&M Cost: $109,.000

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $4,798,000

This alternative includes all actions of alternative F3 (institutional controls) plus grading, soil cover, and
vegetation for the calciner pond solids area® and old phossy waste pond areas (Ponds 1S-7S, 1E-7E, 89S,
and 10S), and lining of the railroad swale. Grading would consist of backfilling low areas (e.g., former
Ponds 1E, 4E, and 9S ) to bring them up to the surrounding grade levels, and then shaping the surfaces
to enhance surface drainage and reduce the potential for infiltration. A surface soil cover of 12 inches
would be placed over the backfill. Runoff would be directed toward natural drainage collection areas in
the northem and northwestemn portions of the FMC property. The total area to be graded and covered
is approximately 44 acres. Actions in the railroad swale area would involve extension of the existing liner
to prevent infiltration of surface water runoff.

8.2.4 Alternative F4A: Institutional Controls, Surface Controls and Capillary Barrier Cap, and
Ground water Monitoring

Capital Cost: $6.620.000

Annual O&M Cost: $109,000

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $8,288,000

This alternative includes all actions of alternative F4 but replaces the 12 inches of soil cover with a
capillary barrier cap for the calciner pond solids area and old phossy waste pond areas (Ponds 1S-7S,
1E-7E, 9S, and 10S). The capillary barrier cap design under consideration consists of 2 feet of top soil
underiain by a 6-inch gradational layer and 18 inches of well sorted coarse matenial, which can be either
slag or river gravel. Runoff would be directed toward natural drainage collection areas in the northemn
and northwestemn portions of the FMC property, as included in alternative F4. The total area to be graded
and covered is approximately 44 acres.

s In 1993 the old calciner ponds were replaced with double lined ponds. The calciner
solids are the material and underlying contaminated soil that was excavated from the old ponds.
It is now stored in an area south of the new ponds.
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.2.5 Alternative F5A: Institutional Controls, Source Containment and Native Soil Cap, and
Ground water Monitoring
Capi :
KAhUal GaM Sost $108.000
Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $5,662,000
This alternative includes all actions of aiternative F4 (institutional controls and grading and soil cover)
except that the cover on the caiciner solids area and old phossy waste pond areas would include an
additional 12 inches of subgrade material below the soil cover (the FS refers to this as a “native soil cap”).
For the calciner pond solids area, hydro seeding with native plant species is proposed. For the old
phossy waste pond areas, vegetative cover is also proposed; however, due to the location of these areas
with respect to active plant operations, other surface materials that would withstand local traffic may be
appropriate above the native soil cap. Like alternative 4, the total area to be covered with native soil is
approximately 44 acres.

8.2.6 Alternative F5B: Institutional Controls, Source Containment and Asphaitic Concrete Cap,

and Ground water Monitoring

Capital Cost: $4,443.000

Annual O&M Cost: $153.000

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $6,787,000

This altemative includes all actions under altemative F5A (institutional controls, grading, and native soil

cap) except that an asphaltic concrete cap would be placed over the old phossy waste ponds. Grading,

shaping, and placing soil cover on the calciner pond solids would be the same as described in Altemative

4. The asphaltic cap would consist of 10 inches of subgrade material, 9 inches of base, topped with a
inimum of two inches of asphaltic concrete.

.2.7 Alternative F5C: Institutional Controls, Surface Controis and Multi-Layer Cap, Source
Containment, and Ground water Monitoring
Capital Cost: $11,856,000
Annual O&M Cost: $109,000
Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $13,524,000
Institutional Controls and Ground water Monitoring were described under Alternative F3 and are also
included in this alternative. This aiternative includes all actions of alternative F4 (institutional controls)
plus grading, soil cover, and vegetation for the calciner pond solids area and old phossy waste pond
areas (Ponds 1S-7S, 1E-7E, 9S, and 10S) and lining of the railroad swale. Grading and placement of
the cap in the old phossy waste ponds would be the same as described in Altemnative F5A, except that
instead of a native soil cap, a muilti-layer cap would be used. The muiti-layer cap would consist of a
minimum of six inches of subgrade overlain by a geosynthetic clay liner (GCL), and a flexible membrane
liner (40 mil minimum). A protective cover with a minimum thickness of three and one-half feet would be
constructed above the GCL and flexible membrane liner. The upper layer would consist of 12 inches of
topsoil, which would be hydro seeded with native vegetation.

8.2.8 Alternative F6A- Institutional Controls, Source Containment and Asphaltic Concrete Cap,
Excavation and Disposal, and Ground water Monitoring -
Capital Cost; $10,160.000

Annual O&M Cost; $153,000
Present Worth 30- Year Cost Estimate: $12.504,000
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Institutional Controls and Ground water Monitoring were described under Altemative F3 and are also
included in this alternative. This alternative includes all actions of alternative F3 (institutional controls)
plus grading, soil cover, and vegetation for the caiciner pond solids area and old phossy waste pond
areas (Ponds 1S-7S, 1E-7E, 9S, and 10S) and lining of the railroad swaie.

This alternative includes the asphaltic cap as described under alternative F5B for the old phossy waste
ponds and adds excavation and disposal of the calciner pond solids into a new, secure landfill. The
landfill would have two geomembrane bottom liners, with a leachate collection between the two liners.

A multi-layer cap similar to that described in F5C wouid be placed over the caiciner pond solids once all

of the solids have been excavated and placed in the new landfill.

8.2.9 Alternative F6B: Institutional Controls, Surface Controls and Soil Cover, Excavation and
Stabilization, and Ground water Monitoring

Capital Cost: $14,675.000

Annual O&M Cost: $109,000

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $16,343,000

This alternative is identical to FSA with the exception that the calciner solids would be stabilized prior to
placement in a new landfill. Excavation and ex-situ stabilization consists of excavating and removing the
caiciner pond solids from their existing disposal area, mixing these materials with Portland cement or
another stabilizing agent, and placing the stabilized material in a new landfill. The landfill would have a
cap as described in Alternative FB6A.

8.2.10 Alternative F7-institutional Controls, Surface Controls and Multl-Layer Cap, and Ground
‘water Monitoring, Extraction and Recycling:

Capital Cost: $12 381,000

Annual O&M Cost: $123.000

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $14,264,000

Institutional Controls and Ground water Monitoring were described under Altemative F3 and are included
in this altemative. This aiternative also includes the actions for the calciner solids area described under
aiternative F4, and the actions for the old phossy waste pond areas described under aitemative F5C.
This aternative adds a ground water extraction system. This system would consist of installing weils near
the northem boundary of the FMC property, and extracting ground water from the shallow aquifer at a
rate sufficient to capture contaminated ground water above MCLs. Ground water flow modeling indicates
extraction of a total of approximately 350 gallons per minutes at two locations would be sufficient to
intercept the ground water plume. This water is expected to be near or below MCLs when extracted.
The water may be of a quality suitable for use in the FMC plant without treatment or potentiaily
discharged to the Portneuf River. This discharge would be subject to the requirements of the NPDES
permit program.

8.2.11 Alternative F8B- Institutional Controls, Surface Controls and Asphaltic Concrete Cap,
Excavation and Stabilization, and Ground water Monitoring, Extraction, Treatment and Recycling

Capital Cost: $18 988.000
Annuai O&M Cost: $704.000
Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $29.802,000

Institutional Controls and Ground water Monitoring were described under Altemnative F3 and are included
under this alternative. This altemnative also includes actions for the old phossy waste ponds described
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der altemmative F5B, actions for the calciner pond solids area described under F6B, and ground water
extraction described under alternative F7. This alternative adds a process to treat extracted ground
water. Extracted ground water would be piped to an equalization tank, treated by chemical precipitation
(ferric chioride), and added to the Industrial Waste Water basin retumn water line. Solids produced from
the treatment process would be disposed of in an on-site hazardous waste management unit.

8.3 Simpiot Plant
8.3.1 Alternative S2: No Further Action

Capital Cost: $0

Annual O&M Cost: $0

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $0

No further action would be taken under this alternative. It was included because it is required by EPA's
guidance, and establishes a baseline to compare the level of environmental protection provided by other
altemnatives. This alternative does recognize a number of actions taken during the course of the RI by
Simplot to meet various environmental regulations (see section 2.4.1). Some of the major actions taken
or planned include removal of the uniined East Overflow Pond and replacement with a lined
impoundment, repair of a leaking underground line from the Nitrogen Solutions Ptant and replacement
with a double lined pipe, installation of several lined treatment ponds, installation of an ore siurry pipeline,
decommissioning of the calciners, road paving, and instailation of additional air emission control systems.
Simplot has estimated that the costs of the various environmental projects completed during the last few
years at approximately 56 million dollars.

8.3.2 Alternative S3: Institutional Controls & Ground water Monitoring

apltal Cost é 6,434
nnual O ost: $62,464
resent Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $1,056,659

This altemative combines a variety of institutional controls for ongoing Don Plant operations including the
following; additional worker safety programs and personnel monitoring primarily to reduce risks from
gamma radiation; requirements for radon-resistant buildings constructed in the plant area in the future;
and, ground water quality monitoring and legally enforceable restrictions to prevent use of impacted
ground water.

8.3.3 Alternative S4A: Institutional Controls, Removal/Disposal, Source Control #1

Capital Cost: $855,585

Annual O&M Cost: $145 11

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $3,086,420

This altemnative includes the institutional controls and ground water monitoring of altemative S3 and adds
the following components: (1) Excavation of Phosphate Ore Residue from the dewatering pit, disposal
of excavated material on the Gypsum Stack and covering the excavated area with soil and vegetation;
(2) Excavation of gypsum sediments from the former east overflow pond, disposal on the gypsum stack,
and installation of a new 60 mil, high density polyethylene synthetic lined pond. The new pond would be
used for the temporary storage of liquids during plant upsets or power failures; (3) improvements in the
Gypsum Stack Decant System to reduce the amount of ponded water on the surface of the upper
gypsum stack; and, (4) Construction of a stable road surface on the gypsum stack to reduce fugitive

emissions.
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8.3.4 Alternative S4B: Institutional Controls, Removal/Disposal, Ground water Containment,
Source Control #1

Capital Cost: $1,544,406

Annuai O&M Cost: 3175 619

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $4,224,405

This altemative includes all the components of alternative 4a (institutional controls, ground water
monitoring, and source controi) pius the instailation of a network of ground water extraction system wells
immediately downgradient of the gypsum stack. The purpose of this extraction system is to intercept
ground water Contaminants from the gypsum stack and prevent them from spreading further into the
aquifer. The extracted ground water may be of sufficient quality to be used in the Simplot process without
treatment.

8.3.5 Alternative S5: Institutional Controls, Removal/Disposal, Source Control #2

Capital Cost 56,344.8

Annual O ost: 37 959 463

Present Worth 30-Year Cost Estimate: $175,402,962

This altemnative is the same as Alternative S4B, except that instead of installing an improved decant
systemn on the gypsum stack and a ground water extraction system, an impervious geosynthetic liner
would be installed on the top of the gypsum stack and the decanted liquid retumed to the process via a
leachate collection system. Under this option gypsum placement would continue on top of the new liner.
This altemnative would also include asphalt paving of roads on the gypstack due to increased traffic during
installation of the synthetic liner.

9.0 SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The NCP requires that each remedial aiternative analyzed in detail in the FS be evaluated according to
specific criteria. The purpose of this evaluation is to promote consistent identification of the relative
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative, thereby guiding selection of remedies offering the
most effective and efficient means of achieving site cleanup goals. There are nine criteria by which
feasible remedial alternatives are evaluated. While all nine criteria are important, they are weighed
differently in the decision-making process depending on whether they describe a consideration of
technical or sociceconomic merits (primary balancing criteria), or invoive the evaluation of non-EPA
reviewers that may influence an EPA decision (modifying criteria).

9.1 Threshold Criteria

The remedial alternatives were first evaluated by comparison with the threshold criteria: overall protection
of human heaith and the environment and compliance with ARARs. The threshold criteria must be fully
satisfied by candidate alternatives before the alternatives can be given further consideration in the
remedy selection process.

9.1.1 Overall protection of human health and the environment Determines whether an alternative

eliminates, reduces, or controls threats to public health and the environment through institutional controls,
engineering controls, or treatment.
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-Plant area- Alternative 01 (no action) and Alternative 02 (monitoring only) do not control exposures

om potential consumption of homegrown fruits and vegetables to satisfy this criterion. Aiternatives 03
(institutional controls and monitoring) and 04 (institutional controls, monitoring, and soil removal) both
meet this criterion by preventing or controllmg potential future exposures to soils in the Off-Plant area.

in m 1 and his threshol h ren further in

is R
Simplot- Alternative S2, (no further action) would not meet this criterion because it does not prevent
exposure to indoor radon or contaminated ground water above MCLs in the future. Alternatives S3
(institutional controls) or S4A (institutional controls, removal/disposal, gypsum decant system) would"
provide protéction of human health for future workers by land use restrictions but would not eliminate or
reduce contamination to ground water at the gypsum stack. Alternatives S4B (institutional controls,
removal/disposal, ground water extraction) and altemative S5 (gypsum stack liner) meet this criterion by
capturing leachate either at the base of the gypsum stack or on the liner, thereby reducing or eliminating
contamination to ground water Thls should result in significant |mprovement in ground water quahty in
the Plant area. inc

dls&uiss.diunmmmsj_QD_.

FMC- Alternative F2 (no further action), and alternative F3 (institutional controls & ground water
monitoring) do not provide sufficient protection for future workers from potential ingestion of contaminants
in ground water or from radon emissions from soils and solids. Altematives F4 through F8B meet this
criterion by relying on institutional controis for protection of future workers from exposure to contaminants
in ground water and on a combination of engineering controls and institutional controls for protection from
contaminants in soils and solids. All of these alternatives except F8B ultimately rely - fully or partially -
on natural processes to reduce contaminants in ground water to MCLs or background levels. Altematives

. FBA, and FBB would accelerate the process to some degree W&M

g - : ents (£ 3) evaluates
whether the altematlve meets State and Federa/ enwronmental and fac:hty siting laws and regulations
that pertain to the site or, if not, if a waiver is justified.

Off-Plant area- No specific ARARs have been identified for the Off-Plant area soils. Ground water in this
area currently meets drinking water standards and it is expected to continue to meet MCLs.

Simplot- Both alternative S4B and S5 meet the requirements of all identified ARARs for current Simpiot
operations and for a future alternate industrial scenario.

FMC- As discussed in section 4 of this ROD a number of ponds and units at FMC are subject to
regulation under RCRA. EPA has determined that the RCRA closure requirements are neither applicable
nor relevant and appropriate for CERCLA actions in the areas which are the subject of this ROD. The
FS alternatives for these areas were designed to reduce infiltration, prevent incidental ingestion, reduce
exposure to radiation, and minimize maintenance. Alternatives F4 (grading and soil cover), F4A (capiliary
barmier cap). F5A (native soil cap), F5B (asphaltic cap), and FSC (muiti-layer cap) will minimize infiltration
(to at least a 1 x 107 cm/sec permeability), minimize maintenance, and control, minimize or eliminate
releases to the extent necessary to protect human health and the environment. These aiternatives plus
F6A, F6B, F7. and F8B meet the requirements of ail identified ARARS for current FMC operatlons and
for a future alternate industrial scenario.
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9.2 Primary Balancing Criteria

For those altematives satisfying the threshold criteria, five primary balancing criteria are used to evaluate
other aspects of the potential remedies. No single altenative will necessarily receive the highest
evaluation for every balancing criterion. This phase of the comparative analysis is useful in refining the
relative mernits of candidate alternatives for site clean up. The five primary balancing criteria are: long-
term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; shon-
term effectiveness; implementability; and cost.

9.2.14. -term_effectiveness an nence This criterion addressed the results of each
altermative with respect to the risk remaining at the site after the conclusion of the remedial action.
Evaluation of this criterion includes an assessment of the magnitude of the residual risk from untreated
waste or treatment residuals. It also includes an assessment of the adequacy, reliability, and useful life
of any controls that are to be used to manage hazardous substances that remain on site after the
remediation. '

Off-Plant area- Altematives 03 and 04 would both satisfy this criterion aithough alternative 04 may be a
more permanent and reliable option which eventually could allow for unrestricted use of surrounding
properties once removal/replacement had occurred.

Simplot- Both aiternative S48 and S5 would provide long term effectiveness in improving ground water
quality during continued Don Plant operation. Altemative S4B may be more reliable than alternative S5
since lining of the gypsum stack involves considerable iong-term management. In addition, alternative
S5 could become less effective over time if the liner were breached or the drain system became clogged.

FMC- All remaining altemnatives satisfy this criterion with regard to reliability. The multi-layer cap (F5C)
and a capillary barrier cap (F4A) provide a higher level of permanence than the 12-inch soil cover in
altemative F4. The Stabilization of calciner solids (FEB) would provide a slightly higher level of long term
risk reduction for this material than the other aiternatives.

9.2.2. i icity, mobilj volume through treatmen r ling Evaluation of this
criterion included: an assessment of the treatment processes to be employed by each remedial action
and the types of wastes they wouid treat; the amount of waste that would be destroyed or treated; the
projected amount of reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume; the degree to which the treatment is
ireversible; and the types and quantities of residuals that would remain after treatment. Also considered
in this assessment is whether the alternative would satisfy the expressed preference of Section 121 of
CERCLA for remedial actions that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous waste.

Off-site- Neither alternative 03 nor 04 contain any form of treatment.

Simplot- None of the alternatives contain any form of treatment or volume reduction, although both
alternatives S4B and S5 include paving on the gypsum stack roads which would physically restrict the
mobility of dust and soif contaminants and recycling of contaminated water within the plant.

FMC- All capping alternatives reduce the mobility of contaminants to ground water but do not use any
form of treatment. The ground water extraction and recycling in altemative F7, if it were effective, may
reduce the residual contamination remaining in the ground water. The addition of ground water treatment
as in altemative F8B, if it were effective, would reduce the mobility and reduce the volume of
contaminants. :
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2.3 Short-term effectiveness The potential health effects and environmental impacts of each

emative action during construction and implementation were evaluated by this criterion. The factors
assessed in this evaluation include the protection of the community and site workers during
implementation and construction, environmental impacts during implementation, and the estimated time
required to meet cleanup standards.

Off-Plant area- Only Alternative 04 invoives any soil removal to achieve the cleanup goal. There could
be some short term risks to workers and the environment during implementation of the aitemnative.
Alternative 03 does not involve excavation of soils and does not pose any short-term risks to workers or
the environment.

Simplot- Altemnative S4B provides the highest short-term effectiveness in terms of rapidity of ground water
restoration. This altemnative also poses lesser risks to workers and the environment during construction
as compared to alternative S5.

FMC- Because all activities will occur at the plant, grading, hauling, and piacement of the various cap or
cover materials would have little impact on the community or the surrounding environment. Most of the
source containment altematives would not be effective in achieving ground water restoration in the short-
term. Altematives F7, F8, FB may be slightly more effective through ground water extraction. Alternatives
F6A and F6B would pose a slightly greater risk to workers for this criterion during excavation/disposal
of calciner solids. However, these risks can be easily controlied with personal protective equipment. All
alternatives are reiatively equal in regard to the time required to complete the action and achieve risk
reduction for soiis.

9.2.4 .|mplementability This criterion evaluated the terms of technical and administrative feasibility and
the availability of services and materials to accomplish the remediation. Technical feasibility includes
lative ease of installation or constructability; the ease of additional remediation, if necessary; and the
‘se of monitoring the effectiveness of the remediation. Administrative feasibility addresses the degree
of procedural difficulty anticipated for each altemnative in permitting and institutional requirements.

Off-Plant area- Alternative 03 includes administrative actions to secure the necessary institutional
controls in the Off-Plant area. Alternative 04 would include similar controis but would also involve closer
scrutiny to trigger the evaiuation of soil conditions and cleanup at the time of land use changes in the
future. Alternative 04 would be more difficult to implement than alternative 03.

Simplot- Differences between the alternatives in terms of implementability are primarily related to
technical feasibility. Alternative S5 would be more difficuit to implement due to potential problems with
stack stability, potential for liner breaches, longer impiementation time, and necessary process
modifications. Both alternatives S4B and S5 are equivalent in administrative feasibility and availability
of services and materials.

FMC- There are no technical or administrative barriers that would affect the implementation of source
containment (capping phossy ponds or excavation and capping of the calciner pond solids) and all
alternatives are fairly equal. Alternative F6B would require some initial test of the solidification process
prior to full-scale operations. However, these activities can be readily implemented with no anticipated
difficulties regarding feasibility or rehablllty
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9.2.5 Estimated Cost

Consistent with EPA guidance, the cost analysis for each altemative consisted of an order-of-magnitude
estimation (accurate to a range from +50% to -30%) of capital. O&M and present worth costs determined
for 30 years at a 5 percent discount rate. Tabie 8-1 summarizes the estimated costs and time required
to implement for the range of aiternatives. The estimates are based on quotations from vendors and
contractors, conventional cost estimating guides, generic unit prices, and prior experience in the area.
They are intended as a guide in evaluating the altematives based on information available at the time of
the estimate. Actual costs would depend on true labor and material costs, final scope, schedule, and
actual site conditions.

Off-Plant area- Altemnative 03 (3$370,637) is significantly less costly than Alternative 04 ($7,056,848).

Simplot- The present worth costs for alternative S5 ($175,402,962) are much higher than that for
alternative S4B (34,224 ,405).

FMC- Altemnative F4 is the least costly alternative that meets the threshold criteria for the phossy waste
ponds and calciner solids area with a present worth cost of $4,798,000. The most costly alternative is
alternative F8B which includes treatment of ground water with a present worth cost of $27,723,000.

9.3 Modifying Criteria
The two modifying criteria are state acceptance and community acceptance.

9.3.1 State acceptance The State of idaho, Department of Environmental Quality, and Shoshone
Bannock Tribes have been invoived with the review of the Remedial Investigation, Feasibility Study, Risk
Assessment and Proposed Plan for the site. A concurrence letter from the State is included in Appendix
c. -

9.3.2. Community acceptance. The greatest number of comments received on the proposed plan
related to concems about air quality in the vicinity of the piants and the need for ground water extraction
at FMC. [EPA carefully considered these comments and made a change in the approach to ground water
extractionlat FMC. With respect to air quality Superfund is not the appropriate authority to address the
ongoing air emissions from an operating facility, and therefore no action specific to control of air
emissions is included in this ROD. The EPA responses to the comments are included in the
Responsiveness Summary in Appendix A. The local community has been kept informed throughout the
process by fact sheets and meetings.

10.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY

EPA's selected remedy combines elements from several altenatives described above. The selected
remedy meets the requirements of the two mandatory threshold criteria, protection of public heaith and
the environment, and compliance with ARARs. EPA believes the following actions provide overall
protection of human health and the environment while providing the best balance of benefits and
tradeoffs for the Eastern Michaud Flats site. The selected remedy uses a combination of containment

and institutional controls to achieve optimum compliance with the five balancing criteria: long-term

effectiveness, short-term effectiveness, implementability, reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume
through treatment and cost. '
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e preferred remedy presented in the proposed plan outlined separate actions for the FMC plant,
implot plant, and Off-Plant areas. The selected remedy combines actions for these areas into two
operable units: the FMC Plant and Simpiot Plant. The actions proposed for the Off-Plant areas are
included in gach of the two operable units. This is the result of an underlying agreement between the two
Companies in order to allow for the creation of two operable units and ultimately two consent decrees.
The selected remedy consists of the following actions for each operable unit:

10.1 Simplot Operable Unit (OU)
10.1.1 Ground water
10.1.1.1 Ground water Extraction (Alternative S4B)

Remediation of ground water in the Simplot OU will consist of installation of a network of shallow ground
water wells on the northemn edge of the gypsum stack and/or downgradient of the Nitrogen Solutions
Plant, and the installation of extraction pumps and conveyance piping. The extracted ground water will
be recycled into the Don Plant Process. The purpose of the extraction well network is: (1) to contain the
migration of COCs from the phosphogypsum stack and reduce the areal extent of shallow ground water
contamination within the Plant Area in excess of MCLs or RBCs, and (2) prevent the migration of COCs
above MCLs or RBCs into the off-plant area.

Insufficient information was generated by the Rl to sufficiently characterize this area for the purposes of
designing a ground water extraction system, or estimating recovery time once the gypsum stack is
closed. However, a focused hydraulic test was begun in February 1997, pursuant to an EPA approved
Workplan, to support development of the ground water extraction altemnative. Information from this work
ill be used to help design the ground water extraction and reuse system including: (1) placement of
dditional wells to provide the required ground water capture; (2) adjustment of pumping rates as needed;
and (3) modifications in the Don Plant process for reuse of the extracted ground water.

Operation and maintenance of the extraction system shall continue untii COCs in ground water
throughout the Operable Unit are reduced to below MCLs or Risk-based concentrations (cancer risk
levels of 10* and noncancer risk Hi<1 for residential use), or until EPA determines that continued ground
water extraction would not be expected to result in additional cost-effective reduction in contaminant
concentrations within the Simplot OU.

10.1.1.1.2 Ground water Extraction System Evaluation

Once the ground water extraction system is implemented, its perfformance and effectiveness shall be
evaluated on at least a quarterly basis. The frequency of monitoring may be reduced, with EPA approval.
The evaluation shall be designed to determine the effectiveness of the ground water extraction system
with respect to the following:

1. Horizontal and vertical extent of the plume(s) and contaminant concentration gradients;
2 Rate and direction of contaminant migration;

3.~ Changes in contaminant concentrations or distribution over time; and,

4 Effects of any modiﬂcati-ons on the ability of the extraction system to achieve containment.
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Ground water extraction will be monitored and adjusted as warranted by the performance data collected
during operation. Modifications to the ground water extraction system may include any or ali of the
following:

1. At individual wells where containment has been attained, pumping rates may be adjusted
to achieve the greatest efficiencies;

2. Alternating pumping at wells to eliminate stagnation points;

3. Pulse pumping to allow aquifer equilibration and to allow adsorbed contaminants to
partition into ground water; and,

4. Additional extraction welis may be installed at EPA-approved locations to facilitate or

accelerate containment of the contaminate plume and help ensure eventual achievement
of ground water remediation goals.

10.1.1.2 Improvement to Gypsum Decant System (Alternative S4B)

This element of the selected remedy utilizes engineering controls to reduce the volume of water on the
surface of the gypsum stack, which is a contributor to ground water contamination. Improvements to the
water decant system will increase the flow rate of water returned to the phosphoric acid piant from the
stack, and will consequently reduce the volume of water on top of the stack. This in tum is expected to
further reduce seepage to ground water and increase the stability of the stack. A variety of potential
decant improvements are under evaluation ranging from siphon systems to more complex capture and
drain systems. Improvements to the decant system are considered to be part of Don Plant operations,
and as such, design of the system will be part of the ongoing process of optimization of the plant water
balance performed by Don Plant personnel. Exact details of the system would be developed based on
operational considerations at the time of implementation.

10.1.1.3 Ground water Monitoring and Evaluations (Alternative S4B)

Ground water monitoring and evaluation shall be conducted as part of the cleanup remedy for this OU
to determine the effectiveness of the extraction system and other source control measures in reducing
the contamination in the Plant area and preventing migration of contaminants to the off-plant area. A
surface and ground water monitoring plan shall be submitted including a quality assurance program pian
and a sampling plan for EPA approval during the remedial design. At a minimum, the monitoring program
shall include semiannual sampling of shallow and deep aquifers and surface water springs,whose source
is the shallow aquifer,and an annual evaluation of monitoring data.

10.1.2 Air (Alternative S4B)

Reduction of fugitive emissions from current roads on the face of the gypsum stack will be accomplished
by constructing a stable road surface over the gypsum. This will be implemented by placing a gravel
road-base over the permanent roads on the stack. The placement of the road-base would be preceded
by rough grading, compacting the gypsum road surface and the installation of a woven stabilization
geofabric. The geofabric would prevent the gravel from being pushed into the gypsum and prevent the
gypsum from migrating through the gravel and back to the road surface. This system will create a barrier
between vehicle traffic and the gypsum and should aiso reduce wind and water erosion of the gypsum
on the road surfaces.
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q0.1.3 Soils and Solids (Alternative S4B)

he selected remedy for the Dewatering Pit is to excavate solids (primarily phosphate ore residue),
dispose of the excavated material on the gypsum stack and cover the excavated area with soil and
vegetation. Similar action will be taken at the East Overflow Pond, except the area will be covered with
a new double lined surface impoundment for collection of non-hazardous plant water.

The selected remedy also combines a variety of institutional controls for ongoing Don Plant operations.
Specific details of these components are as follows:

10.1.3.1 Worker Safety Programs (Alternative S4B)

This element involves the addition of an education component to inform workers of the potential heaith
hazards at the facility which are the focus of the Superfund process. An information sheet shall be
prepared by Simplot and included in annual heaith and safety training for current workers and in initial
training for new workers.

10.1.3.2 Personnel Monitoring (Alternative S4B)

Exposure to external gamma radiation was estimated by the Baseline Risk Assessment to be the
principal potential risk to Simplot workers (primarily to workers on the gypsum stack). Simplot shall
implement a program requiring gypsum stack workers to wear radiation-measuring devices which would
allow for characterization of actual exposure and reduction of uncertainties associated with this pathway.
If an unacceptable ievel of exposure is measured for any worker, job rotation of this worker, or other
protective measures, shall be initiated. If exposure levels are shown to be consistently below the 1 x 10*
risk based level for the first few years, the monitoring may be discontinued upon EPA approval.

10.1.4 Land Use Controls (Alternative $4B)

.implot shall implement legally enforceable land use controls that will run with the land (i.e., deed
restrictions, limited access, well restrictions and/or well head protection) to prevent ingestion of ground
water with COCs above MCLs or RBCs. These controls will remain in place as long as the ground water
exceeds MCLs or RBCs.

Simplot shall also implement legally enforceable land use controls that run with the land in the form of
deed restrictions to eliminate the possibility for future residential use of the Simplot Plant Area.

10.1.4.1 Construction of Radon-Resistant Buildings (Alternative S4B)

The areas where gross alpha activities were measured above the soil screening level in subsurface soil
are shown in Table 4. For these areas, land use controls shall require any future office buildings to be
constructed using the radon controlling methods specified in the document "Radon Prevention in the
Design and Construction of Schools and Other Large Buildings" (EPA/626/R-92/016, 1994). Following
construction,- and annually thereafter, the indcor air shall be tested for radon. If the radon activity
exceeds either 4 pCi/l, as specified in “Citizens Guide to Radon™ (EPA 1992), or any promulgated
standard in effect at the time of these future sampling events, additional controls shall be implemented
to reduce the radon activity below the target levei or promuigated standard.

10.1.5 Off-Plant Area _
The foliowing elements of the selected remedy exist in both the FMC and Simplot Ous.
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10.1.5.1 Fluoride Monitoring (Alternative O3)

In order to determine the levels of fluoride present and to evaluate the potential risk to ecoiogical
receptors, a fluoride monitoring program will be implemented. The monitoring shail generally occur within
a three-mile radius of the FMC and Simplot Plants (there may be specific areas outside the three mile
radius, which may contain sensitive species or be of particular ecological or cultural value where sampling
should also occur) and shall include sampiing of vegetation, soils, and appropriate biomonitors. A
monitoring plan including a quality assurance program plan and a sampling plan shall be submitted for
EPA approval during the remedial design. An evaluation of monitoring data will be conducted annually
to determine the fluoride levels and spatial and temporal trends in the environment. If levels which are
measured indicate a risk may exist, further evaluation will occur followed by source control or other
action, if necessary.

10.1.5.2 Soils (Alternative O3)

This element of the selected remedy is designed to accomplish the following two goals. The first goal
is to prevent exposure to soils which pose a 1 in 10,000, or greater, excess risk from radium-226 and the
second goal is to restrict the use of agricultural products grown on areas of the site where contaminant
leveis exceed a HQ of 1 for cadmium (RME case). In order to impiement this element the off-plant area
is divided into the following areas:

n ontrol

These are areas where soil contaminant levels exceed a HQ of 1 for cadmium (RME case) and/or which
pose a 1in 10,000, or greater, excess risk from radium-226 as shown in Figures 27 and 28. These
areas include the Interstate 86 Right-of-Way (51 acres); Chevron Tank Farm (20 acres); City of Pocatello
Property (326 acres); a portion of the land owned by a private party named R. Rowland, and a portion
of BLM lands to the SW of the FMC facility. In this area the PRPs shall implement legally enforceable
land use controls (purchase of a recorded easement with accompanying deed restriction) restricting the
use of agricultural products grown thereon for human consumption due to the presence of cadmium in
soils. For those areas contaminated with radium-226 legally enforceable land use controls shail be
implemented to prevent future residential use.

T i mpany Monitoring for idential Developmen

This area as shown in Figure 29 was not found to exceed the criteria established for the imposition of
Land Use Controls but was either close enough to the threshold, or adjacent to lands that exceeded the
threshold, to warrant notification to current and future property owners if residential use is likely to occur.
In this area the PRPs shall monitor property use for residential development and inform residential
property owners of potential human health risks associated with consumption of homegrown fruits and
vegetables due to the presence of cadmium in soils. Similar restrictions on use of agricultural products
could be implemented on such areas, as necessary.

In conjunction with this monitoring and land use controls described above, a test program shall be
deveioped to evaluate actual uptake into produce which may be grown by residents in the affected off-
plant areas. A monitoring plan including a quality assurance program plan and a sampling plan shall be
submitted for EPA approval during the remedial design. Cadmium concentrations in the soil and produce
shall be measured over multiple growing seasons. The results of the test program will be used to
determine if monitoring and land use controls are still required or if any additional action is necessary to
prevent potential health risks associated with consumption of homegrown fruits and vegetabies.
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10.1.5.3 Ground water Monitoring

Ground water monitoring and evaluation in the off-plant area shall be conducted as part of the cleanup
remedy to: (1) determine the effectiveness of the Plants’ source control measures, (2) insure
contaminants are not migrating into the off-plant area, and (3) insure that the remedy remains protective
of human health and the environment. A surface and ground water monitoring plan shall be submitted
including a quality assurance program plan and a sampling plan for EPA approval during the remedial
design. At a minimum, the monitoring program shall include quarterly sampling of shallow and deep
aquifers and surface water springs whose source is the shallow aquifer and a semiannual evaluation of
monitoring data.

10.1.6 Estimated costs for the Simplot OU

The total estimated cost of the selected remedy in the Simpiot OU is shown below. These costs are
estimated and are considered to be accurate to within -30% to +50%. Costs are described using the
present worth methodology with a discount rate equal to 5 percent. The cost estimate includes direct and
indirect capital costs, as well as annual operations and maintenance costs.

Estimated Capital Costs: $1 683,000

Estimated O&M Costs: 34 0od
Estimated Total Costs: 5'71 000

10.2 FMC Operable Unit
10.2.1 Contaminated Ground water (Alternative F4/F4A)
10.2.1.1 Ground water Monitoring and Evaluation

Ground water monitoring and evaluation shall be conducted as part of the cleanup remedy for this OU

‘o determine the effectiveness of the source control measures in reducing the contamination in the Plant
area. A surface and ground water monitoring plan including a quality assurance program plan and a
sampling plan, shall be submitted for EPA approval during the remedial design. At a minimum, the
monitoring program shall include semiannual sampling of shallow and deep aquifers and surface water
springs whose source is the shallow aquifer. A comprehensive evaluation of monitoring data will be
conducted annually.

Ground water monitoring will continue and be lntegrated to the extent practicable, with the RCRA ground
water monitoring program. EPA will periodically review ground water data with the following goals: (1)
insure the source control measures at the old phossy waste ponds, calciner solids, and railroad swale
are effective, (2) Insure there are no new sources of contamination from existing or new hazardous waste
surface impoundments or landfills, (e.g., Pond 9E, Phase IV Ponds, Pond 1SS, Pond 8E and the lined
calciner ponds), and (3) confirm eventual achievement of MCLs or RBCs. Based on these goais EPA
will determine if additional steps are necessary in order to insure the remedy remains protective and
ground water is returned to beneficial uses. As stated in the 1991 Region 10 Memorandum of
Understanding Between the RCRA and CERCLA programs for the EMF Site’, selection of an alternative

7 If remedial activities conducted pursuant to the NCP at a RCRA facility address only a portion of
the units or releases at the facility requiring remediation, the permit would address any such remaining
corrective action requirements pursuant to subpart S.

68



under CERCLA does not preclude more stringent monitoring or corrective actions under RCRA to prevent
further and/or future contamination.

10.2.1.2 Contingent Ground water remedy (Alternative F8B)

This element of the selected remedy for ground water is a contingent ground water extraction system.
Extraction, if needed, will occur at the locations and rates which will be appropriate to ensure that the
contaminated ground water does not migrate beyond Company-owned property and into adjoining
springs or the Portneuf River. Containment of contamination shall be achieved via hydrodynamic contro.s
such as long-term ground water gradient control provided by low level pumping. Extracted ground water
shall be treated and recycled within the plant to replace unaffected ground water that would have been
extracted and used in plant operations.

FMC shall monitor, on a quarterly basis, contaminant levels in the shallow aquifer and nearby springs
along the downgradient margin of the current plume. This data shall be evaluated for changes in the
concentrations of key parameters (intra well comparisons). Increasing trends in these wells shall trigger
resampling to confirm the change(s). If the increase is verified, additional interpretation shall be
conducted as directed by EPA. The trigger of the contingency extraction system will be based on
evaluations of “clean” wells and nearby springs beyond the plume. Constituent levels in “unimpacted”
wells will be compared to MCLs, RBCs, or Aquatic criteria levels (surface water at springs), whichever
is more stringent. The above evaluations shall include statistical methods for both intra well comparisons
and comparisons with MCLs as described in the 1989 Interim Guidance on Statistical Analysis of Ground-
Water Monitoring at RCRA Facilities and in the 1992 Addendum to the Interim Final Guidance. The final
determination of plume expansion will be made by EPA, in consultation with IDEQ and the Tribes, and
will depend on, (1) expert knowledge of the ground water system at the EMF Site, and (2) statistical
results from monitoring wells and springs from which levels of contamination can be measured.

Ground water extraction, if required, shalil consist of installing extraction wells in the northem portion of
the FMC plant, and extracting ground water from the shallow aquifer at a rate sufficient to capture the
contaminated ground water in which concentrations of COPCs exceed MCLs or RBCs. Extracted ground
water would be treated prior to discharge or reuse within the Plant. Bench-scale and/or pilot testing will
be required during treatment plant design.

To reduce the time needed to install a ground water extraction system, the needed technical data and
information shall be gathered, and the design drafted, during the general site remedial design phase.

Ground water extraction, if necessary, shall be periodically monitored and adjusted as warranted by the
performance data collected during operation. Modifications to the ground water extraction system may
inciude any or all of the following:

1. At individual wells where containment has been attained, pumping rates may be adjusted
to achieve the greatest efficiencies;

Stagnation points may be eliminated by using alternating pumping;

3. Pulse pumping may be used to allow aquifer equilibration and to allow adsorbed
contaminant to partition into ground water; and,
4. Additional extraction wells may be installed at EPA-approved locations to facilitate or

accelerate containment of the contaminate plume and help ensure eventual achievernent
of ground water remediation goals.
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‘The contingent ground water remedy shall insure that the contamination in the shallow aquifer does not
spread any further and institutional controls will ensure that the shallow contaminated aquifer is not used
for drinking purposes now or in the future.

10.2.1.2.1 Ground water Extraction System Monitoring

If the ground water extraction system is implemented, its performance shall be monitored on at least a
quarterly basis. On approval by EPA, the frequency of monitoring may be reduced. The monitoring
system shall be designed to evaluate the effectiveness of the ground water extraction system with
respect to the following:

1. Horizontal and vertical extent of the plume(s) and contaminant concentration gradients;
2. Rate and direction of contaminant migration;

3. Changes in contaminant concentrations or distribution over time,; and,

4. Effects of any modifications on the ability of the extraction system to achieve containment.

10.2.1.3 Point of Compliance for Ground water

For the purposes of the Superfund remedial action, the ground water cleanup levels for the Plant Area
shall be based on MCLs or RBCs. However, under certain circumstances, other reguiatory authorities
may require more stringent ground water standards within the plant boundaries. Such regulatory
authorities would include, but not necessarily be limited to, RCRA, which might require ground water
corrective action as result of any releases from RCRA regulated units.

10.2.2 Soils and Solids
.1 0.2.2.1 Capping Ponds and Calciner Solids Area (Alternative F4/F4A)

EPA’s selected remedy for reducing infiltration and preventing direct exposure in the FMC OU old phossy
ponds 1S-7S, 1E-7E, 9S, and 10S and Former Caiciner Pond Solids Storage Area is either installation
of a soil cover or capillary barrier cap and vegetation. Those ponds or areas which were more
extensively used and contain a greater volume of waste are expected to require a capillary barrier cap,
or equivalent, in order to reduce infiltration and provide a greater levei of permanence than a soil cover.
Due to the presence of buried elemental phosphorus in some areas, the higher level of permanence
afforded by the capillary barrier cap is warranted and the additional cost is justified. A soil cover and
vegetation may be sufficient in areas which were used for a relatively short period of time and/or contain
significantly lower volume of waste. Decisions on which cap/cover is applied at each of the old phossy
ponds and calciner solids area will be made by EPA during the course of the remedial design using all
relevant information available at that time.

Soil Cover, grading, and vegetation, where applicable, shall consist of backfilling low areas (e.g., former
Ponds 1E and 4E) to bring them up to the surrounding grade levels, and then shaping the surface to
enhance surface drainage and reduce the potential for infiltration. Design and performance criteria shall
be based on achieving a reduction in infiltration (to at least 1x10” cm/sec), prevention of incidental
ingestion, and reduction of exposure to radiation. A surface soil cover of at least 12 inches shall be
placed over the backfill and vegetation suitable to the area and climate shall be established and
maintained. In low areas where surface water flow must be directed over old pond areas, concrete,
gunite, or asphaltic concrete, or culverts shall be added to enhance runoff. Runoff shall be directed
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toward natural drainage collection areas in the northem and northwestem portions of the FMC OU. The
drainage collection areas shall be constructed in a manner to avoid ponding of surface runoff water.

Capillary Barrier Caps, where appropriate, shall consist of a minimum of 2 feet of vegetated native top
soil underiain by a 6-inch gradational layer and 18 inches of well sorted coarse material (slag or river
gravel). Design and performance criteria shall be based on achieving a reduction in infiltration (to at
least 1x107 cm/sec), prevention of incidental ingestion, and reduction of exposure to radiation.

FMC shall maintain the integrity and effectiveness of the caps and soil covers, including making repairs
to the covers as necessary to correct the effects of settling, subsidence, erosion, or other events. Ponds
not subject to the remedial actions of this ROD remain subject to other requirements and reguiations.

10.2.2.2 Railroad Swale (Aiternative F4/F4A)

FMC shall install and maintain a synthetic liner in the eastern portion of the railroad swale to reduce
infiltration of surface water and leaching potential. FMC shall modify and extend the existing liner at least
850 feet to the east. The liner shall have, at a minimum, a 30-mil PVC liner and be covered by a
protective sand layer with a minimum thickness of 6 inches. Design and construction shall conform with
work conducted on the existing liner in the western portion of the railroad swale and shall include
sampling during design for potential generation of gases which could affect liner performance. FMC shall
maintain the integrity and effectiveness of the liner and final cover, including making repairs to the cover
as necessary to correct the effects of settling, subsidence, erosion, or other events.

10.2.3 Land Use Restrictions

FMC shall implement legally enforceable land use controls that will run with the land (i.e., deed
restrictions, limited access, well restrictions and/or well head protection) to prevent ingestion of ground
water with COCs above MCLs or RBCs. These controls will remain in place as long as the ground water
exceeds MCLs or RBCs.

FMC shall also implement legally enforceable land use controls that run with the land in the form of deed
restrictions to eliminate the possibility for future residential use of the FMC Plant Area.

10.2.3.1 Construction of Radon Resistant Buildings (Alternative F4/F4A)

At the FMC Plant, land use controls shall require any future office buildings to be constructed using the
radon controliing methods specified in the document "Radon Prevention in the Design and Construction
of Schools and Other Large Buildings" (EPA/626/R-92/016, 1994). Following construction and annually
thereafter the indoor air shall be tested for radon. If the radon activity exceeds either 4 pCi/l, as specified
in “Citizens Guide to Radon" (EPA 1992), or any promulgated standard in effect at the time of these
future sampling events, additional controls shall be implemented to reduce the radon activity below the
target level or promulgated standard. '

10.2.4 Off-Plant Area
The following elements of the selected remedy exist in both the FMC and Simplot QuUs.
10.2.4.1 Fluoride Monitoring (Alternative O3)

in order to determine the levels of fluoride present and to evaluate the potential risk to ecological
receptors a flucride monitoring program will be implemented. The monitoring shall occur within a three-
mile radius of the FMC and Simplot Plants (there may be specific areas outside the three mile radius,
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which may contain sensitive species or be of particular ecological or cuttural value where sampling should
also occur) and shall include sampling of vegetation, soils, and appropriate biomonitors. A monitoring
plan including a quality assurance program pian and a sampling plan shall be submitted for EPA approval
during the remedial design. An evaluation of monitoring data will be conducted annually to determine
the fluoride levels and spatial and temporal trends in the environment. If levels which are measured
indicate a risk may exist, further evaluation will occur followed by source control or other action, if
necessary. :

10.2.4.2 Soils (Alternative O3)

This element of the selected remedy is designed to accomplish two goals. First, to prevent exposure to
soils which pose a 1 in 10,000, or greater, excess risk from radium-226 and secondly to restrict the use
of agricultural products grown on areas of the site where contaminant levels exceed a HQ of 1 for
cadmium (RME case). In order to implement this element the off-plant area is divided into the following
areas:

-

n ntr

These are areas where soil contaminant levels exceed a HQ of 1 for cadmium (RME case) and/or which
poses a 1in 10,000, or greater, excess risk from radium-226 as shown in Figures 27 and 28. These
areas include the Interstate 86 Right-of-Way (51 acres); Chevron Tank Farm (20 acres), City of Pocatello
Property (326 acres); a portion of the land owned by a private party named R. Rowland, and a portion
of BLM lands to the SW of the FMC facility. In this area the PRPs shalil implement legally enforceable
land use controls (purchase of a recorded easement with accompanying deed restriction) restricting the
use of agricultural products grown thereon for human consumptions due to the presence of cadmium in
soils. For those areas contaminated with radium-226 legally enforceable land use controls shall be
"'nplemented to prevent future residential use.

ny Monitoring for i jal Developm

This area is shown in Figure 29 and was not found to exceed the criteria established for the imposition
of Land Use Controls but was either close enough to the threshold, or adjacent to lands that exceeded
the threshold, to warrant notification to current and future property owners if residential use is likely to
occur. In this area the PRPs shall monitor property use for residential development and inform residential
property owners of potential human healith risks associated with consumption of homegrown fruits and
vegetables due to the presence of cadmium in soils. Similar restrictions on use of agricultural products
could be implemented on such areas, as necessary.

In conjunction with this monitoring and land use controls described above, the PRPs shall develop a test
program to evaluate actual uptake into produce which may be grown by residents in the affected off-plant
areas. A monitoring plan including a quality assurance program plan and a sampling plan shall be
submitted for EPA approval during the remedial design. Cadmium concentrations in the soil and produce
shall be measured over multiple growing seasons. The results of the test program will be used to
determine if monitoring and land use controls are still required or if any additional action is necessary to
prevent potential health risks associated with consumption of homegrown fruits and vegetables.
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10.2.4.3 Ground water Monitoring

Ground water monitoring and evaluation in the off-plant area shall be conducted as part of the cleanup
remedy to: (1) determine the effectiveness of the Plants’ source control measures, (2) insure
contaminants are not migrating into the off-plant area, and (3) insure that the remedy remains protective
of human health and the environment. A surface and ground water monitoring plan shall be submitted
including a quality assurance program plan and a sampling plan for EPA approval during the remedial
design. At a minimum, the monitoring program shall include quarterly sampling of shaliow and deep
aquifers and surface water springs whose source is the shallow aquifer and a semiannual evaluation of
monitoring data.

10.2.5 Estimated Cost for FMC Operable Unit

The total estimated cost of the selected remedy is shown below. These costs are estimated and are
considered to be accurate to within -30% to +50%. Costs are described using the present worth
methodology with a discount rate equal to 5 percent. The cost estimate includes direct and indirect
capital costs, as well as annual operations and maintenance costs. Costs reflect a range from grading
and soil covers to capillary barrier cap and implementation of the contingent ground water extraction
system. _

Estimated Capital Costs: $3,313,000 to $7,176,000

Estimated Annual O&M Costs:$121,200 to $837,200
Estimated Total Costs:$4,848,000 to $20,660,000

10.3 Five Year Review Requirements

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on site above heath-based levels,

a review will be conducted within five years after commencement of remedial action to ensure that the

remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environment. The review will

include, at a minimum, evaluation of the following:

Ground water

o Review Simplot extraction system operation and maintenance records along with ground water
monitoring data to confirm the effectiveness of the system and achievement of the following
goals: (1) contain the migration of COCs from the phosphogypsum stack and reduce the areal

extent of shallow ground water contamination within the Plant Area in excess of MCLs or RBC,
and (2) prevent the migration of COCs above MCLs or RBCs into the off-plant area.

° Review and evaluate all ground water monitoring data to: (1) determine the effectiveness of the
Plants’ source control measures in reducing COCs throughout the site, (2) insure contaminants
are not migrating into the off-plant area, and (3) insure that the remedy remains protective of
human health and the environment.

° Determine if/when remediation goals have been achieved, and if not, that institutional controls are
still in place to prevent human exposure to contaminated ground water.

® Evaluate current land use in the off-plant area and the effectiveness of land use controls to
restrict property use and inform residents of the potential risks associated with consumption of
homegrown fruits and vegetables.
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. Evaluate the integrity of the caps and soil covers to ensure their effectiveness.

(] Evaluate the effectiveness of surface grading and runoff controls to reduce potential infiltration
in capped/covered areas.

Plant Areas

o Evaluate FMCs and Simpiots compliance status with environmental (such as the CAA, IDAPA,
CWA, and RCRA) and worker health and safety requirements to ensure that the remedy remains
protective.

° Determine if Plant closure has occurred or is planned, and if so, verify that any required/planned
closure procedures are protective.

] Determine the status of any RCRA closures at FMC and review the closure procedures and areas
to ensure that the remedy remains protective.

° Determine if institutional controls are in place to prevent residential use of Plzit Areas and control
radon in buildings.

° Evaluate worker safety program and personnel monitoring to ensure that the remedy is protective
of workers.

Air

® Compare fluoride monitoring resuits with the findings of the ecological risk assessment and any
other available information to insure that the remedy remains protective of the environment.

® " Review any relevant information related to the air pathway to ensure the remedy is protective.

‘ 11.0 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

EPA's primary responsibility under CERCLA is to ensure that remedial actions are undertaken which
protect human health, welfare, and the environment. In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §
9621, establishes cleanup standards which require that the selected remedial action complies with all
ARARs, uniess such requirements are waived in accordance with established criteria. The selected
remedy must be cost effective and must utilize permanent solutions, altemative treatment technologies,
or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The following sections discuss
how the selected remedy meets these requirements. :

11.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal and State
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-
effective. The remedy will be protective of exposure to ground water through implementation of
Institutional Controls to ensure no human exposure to contaminated ground water, and a monitoring
program to ensure that the contaminated plume does not spread and contaminant concentrations
eventually decline. Ground water extraction at Simpiot and source controls (soil excavation and capping)
at both Plants will reduce the release and migration of COCs to the ground water and eventually restore
ground water to meet all RBCs or MCLs for the COCs. Source controls will also have the added benefit
of preventing ingestion or inhalation of soils containing COCs at levels that pose estimated excess risks.
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Personnel monitoring and source controls will also prevent extemnal exposure to radionuclides in soils at
levels that pose excess cancer risks.

Legally enforceable land use controls will reduce potential exposure to radon that would occur in future
buildings constructed within the Plant Areas. They will also prevent future consumption of homegrown
produce grown in areas of the site where soil constituents levels result in a potential noncarcinogenic risk
exceeding a HQ of 1 and prevent extenal exposure to radium-226 in soils at levels that pose cumuiative
estimated excess risks above 1 x 10

Monitoring ground water and fluoride will insure that the remedy remains protective of human heaith and
the environment. Air emissions from the Plants are to be controlied by other Federal and State regulatory
programs however, the final remedy for the site requires a periodic reevaluation of the air pathway to
ensure that the remedy remains effective and is protective of human health and the environment

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substance remaining on-Site above heaith-based levels,
a review will be conducted within five years after commencement of remedial action to ensure that the
remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environment.

11.2 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

The selected remedy will comply with all chemical, action, and location-specific federal and state ARARS.
No ARAR waivers will be used. Specifically:

40 C F.R. Part 141 _Safe Drinking Water Act. MCLs, and non-zero MCLGs are relevant and

appropnate for the ground water at the site.

r li riteria 40 CFR Part 131. This regulation sets criteria for

developing water quality standards based on toxicity to aquatic organisms and human heaith.
This regulation would be applicable if the contingent ground water remedy was implemented and
there was direct discharge to surface waters. These regulations are relevant and appropriate for
ground water which discharges to surface water as a non-point source such as at the springs.

Idaho Ground Water Standards (IDAPA Sec. 16.01.02.299). Protects ground water for beneficial

uses, along with the idaho Antid jon Policy (IDAPA 16.01. , which requires that

existing water uses and water quality be maintained and protected. These ARARs will be met by
source control and ground water extraction.

lean Water Act National Pollutant Discharge Elimination m 40 CFR Part 1 124 1
This regulation requires best management practices and other efforts to minimize pollutants in
discharges to surface water. These regulations would be applicable if the contingent ground
water remedy were implemented. Treated ground water will be discharged in a manner which
complies the substantive requirements of the above-mentioned ARAR, or in compliance with
FMC’s NPDES permit, whichever is more stringent.

lean Air 4 74 1 National Prim n n i Air I'
F. P National Emission ndards for H Air Poll
40 C.F R an 6Q: CAA New Source Performance Standards, 40 C E R, Part 61. These

regulations establish standards for air quality to protect public health and welfare and establish
emissions standards for designated hazardous air pollutants.
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@  Resource Conservation ang Recovery Act 42 U.S . 6901-6987 40 CFR 261-264: 268, These

regulations define when a solid waste is as hazardous wastes and the requirements that must be
met by generators, transporters, and for treatment, storage and disposal of those wastes,
including land disposal restrictions.

IDAPA 16.01.01. This regulation contains primary and secondary air quality standards for fluoride
concentrations in ambient air which result in total fluoride content in vegetation used for feed or
forage. The standards are relevant and appropriate if agricuitural feed sources were grown on
the site.

The policy, guidance, and regulations which are not ARARs but were nevertheless considered in the
selection of the remedy, or which impact the remedy includes the foifowing:

Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA), 29 U.S.C. 651; the implementing regulations under
OSHA, 20 C.F.R. Parts 1910 and 1926. These regulations must be complied with during all
remedial activities. '

"Radon Prevention in the Design and Construction of Schools and Other Large Buildings"”
(EPA/626/R-92/016, 1994) and *"Citizens Guide to Radon" (EPA 1992). These documents
provide guidance on controlling radon in future buildings at the site.

EPA's Environmental Radiation Protection Standards for Management and Disposal of Spent

Nuclear Fuel, High-Level and Transuranic Radioactive Wastes (40 CFR 191) and EPA's National

Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Poliutants (40 CFR 61) set standards equivalent to a risk

of approximately 3 x10*. These documents provide guidance on the level of protectiveness from
" radiation that have been set by other programs.

11.3 Cost Effectiveness

The selected remedy affords overali effectiveness proportionate to its costs. The selected source control
remedy at FMC and Simplot is cost effective because it will achieve most cleanup goals without adverse
effects on the plant operations. The no action aiternative and other more limited aitematives would not
achieve the cleanup goals. The use of impermeable caps at FMC and a liner on the Gypsum stack at
Simplot would increase costs over $100 million without achieving the goals much more quickly than
natural recovery after source control.

11.4 Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies to the
Maximum Extent Practicable

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery)
technologies to the maximum extent practicable for this site. Source control at FMC and ground water
extraction at Simplot is expected to eliminate and/or reduce the source of the problem such that the
shallow aquifer will recover naturally to its beneficial use. .

11.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The selected remedy utilizes altemative treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the maximum
extent practicable for this site. However, because treatment of the remaining threats of the site was not
found to be practicable, the selected remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as
a principal element.
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12.0 Documentation of Significant Differences

Subsequent to issuing the Proposed Plan, EPA reviewed public comments. In response EPA has re-
evaluated the ground water extraction for hydraulic control for the FMC Plant and made a change which
is discussed below. This change is a logical outgrowth of the information available to the public in the
Proposed Plan and the RI/FS reports. An additional public notice or public comment period was
determined not to be necessary.

12.1 FMC Operable Unit Extraction and Treatment

The Proposed Plan included an element for hydraulic control of the contaminated plume. After further
review of the data and consideration of public comments, EPA has determined that this action is not
required, at this time, to protect public heaith and the environment. Current evidence suggests that
ground water associated with the FMC Plant is not spreading and contaminant concentrations are not
increasing. There are currently no human exposures to ground water contamination originating from the
Plant and institutional controis will prevent any potential future exposures. The extraction for hydraulic
control would remove a greater volume of contaminants from the ground water but at a higher cost and
with only marginal reductions in the time to achieve the cieanup goals. The implementability of the
extraction for hydraulic control is also questionable due to the lack of acceptable aiternatives for disposal
of the ground water.

However, the levels and locations of contaminants in ground water will require careful monitoring, and
ground water extraction and treatment could be necessary in the future. Therefore, the selected remedy
includes a contingent ground water extraction and treatment system with conditions for implementation.
If,.at any time, plume expansion® is detected which could pose a threat to human heaith or the
environment, ground water extraction will be immediately implemented to contain the area of ground
water contamination.

3The final determination of plume expansion will be made by EPA and will depend on; (1) expert knowledge
of the ground water system at the EMF Site; and, (2) statistical results from monitoring wells and springs from which
levels of contamination can be measured.
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Appendix M Wastes Potentially Containing Elemental Phosphorus in Former Pond Areas

Pond

00S

0s

1S

£C-v

2S

3s

When When Use

Built Ended
1954-55 1956
1954-55 1956

1954 Oct. 1961
1955 " Oct. 1961

Nov. 1961  Jun 1965

Apr. 1966 - Mar. 1967

Table 1

FMC Facility - Unlined Former Ponds
Historical Summary

When Material
Dried Recelved Cover Malerial(s) Other Notes
? Precipitator dust and NA Site is under Mobile Shop now;
phossy residuals. Mixed Mobile Shop constructed in 1965.
with ore pile and
reprocessed.
Prior to  Precipitator dust and Slag Site was a pit only, not a

1965 phossy residuals. Some “pond”; site now is a mobile
mixed with ore pile and equipment parking lot.
reprocessed.

1972 Phossy water and phossy  Slag, soil. Initially hauled in slurry truck;
solids. Reclaimed to plant pipeline installed in 1957.
twice per year. P4 was reclaimed to plant from

1966-1972.

1972 Phossy water and phossy  Slag, soil. P4 was reclaimed to plant twice
solids Reclaimed to plant a year until September 1965. P,
twice per year. continued to be reclaimed to

plant from 1966-1972.

Dec. 1976 Precipitator dust slurry; Capped with 3 feet of Seltled solids were routinely dug
slag pit water and solids;  soil, then covered with  out twice a year until 1965. P4

phossy water and phossy  crushed slag. in east end was reclaimed in
solids; residuals from P, 1972-1976; approximately 100
reclaim operation on ponds feet of east end was filled with
" 15 and 25 and east end of slag after reclaiming; this area
35 Is not capped as is the rest of

the former pcnd.

Jul. 1976  Precipitator dust slurry Capped with 3 to 6 feet
of soil.

Page 1 of 4
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Appendix M Wastes Potentially Containing Elemental Phosphorus in Former Pond Areas

Pond

55

6S

7S

8S

95

9

When
Built

Jul. 1965

Apr. 1967

Mar. 1969

Oct. 1970

1971

When Use
Ended

Mar. 1967

Feb. 1969

Sep. 1970

-Sep. 1993

1974 (?)

Table

1

FMC Facility - Unlined Former Ponds
Historical Summary (Cont'd)

Very difficult to dry because of
pyrophoric contents; fine solids
would not support cover weight.

New slag haul road over south

New slag haul road over south
end; This site Is now byproduct

Site was raw material source for

Contents were dried in place and

When Materlal
Dried Recejved Cover Material(s) Qther Notes
Mar. 1976 Phossy water and phossy ~ Capped with baghouse
solids dust; precipitator dust
slurry; fluid bed drier
product prills and dust;
slag; final soil cap on
top.
Jul. 1976  Precipitator dust slurry; Capped with soil; south
some phossy water and end partially filled end.
phossy solids in NE comer. with slag and paved
with asphalt for use as a
new slag haul road.
Jan. 1980 Precipitator dust slurry Two high - P¢ areas
with phossy hot spots. capped with cement;
entire area capped with ferrophosphorus stockpile,
6 to 10 feet of pit-run approximately 25 feet high.
slag, then three feet of
soil.
? Phossy water and phossy  Cover design in progress.
solids; some precipitator 85 I’4 recovery plant, bulilt in
dust sturry. 1982, closed in 1993.
Nov. 1980 Precipitator dust slurry; Not capped.
slag pit water and solids. about 20 to 25 feet dug out for
Material dried and sold. outside sales; small quantity
remains in place.
!
|
l
Page 20f 4
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Appendix M Wastes'entially Containing Elemental Phosphorus in Former PoN® Areas

Table 1

FMC Facility - Unlined Former Ponds
Historical Summary (Cont’d)

Pond When When Use When Material
No. Built Ended Dried Received Cover Material(s)
1E Apr. 1965 Fall 1982 Oct. 1980 Phossy water and Not capped.

carryover fine solids from
upstream ponds;
precipitator dust slurry
and dried slurry. Material
dried and sold.

2E Apr. 1965 Oct. 1967 1977  Phossy water and Site Is beneath current
carryover fine solids from  Phase IV ponds (8E).
upstream ponds. Some

- materlal removed and
o sold.
w
3E  May 1967 Sep. 1970 1980  Phossy water and Site is beneath current
carryover fine solids from  Phase IV ponds (115-
upstream ponds. 14S).
4E May 1967 1980 Oct. 1980 Phossy water and Not capped.

carryover fine solids from
upstream ponds;
precipitator dust slurry
overflow.

Other Notes
Filled with dredged precipitator

dust sturry from fluid bed drier
surge pond in fall of 1982.

Site was used for storage of
precipitator slurry fluid bed
drier product, then dug out for
lined pond 8E construction In
1984; residual precipitator dust
sent to 4E site. Some material
was removed and sold.

Contents dug out for construction
of new lined ponds in 1980; this
site now occupied by lined ponds
115, 125, 135, and 14S.

Received precipilator slurry
from fluid bed drier slurry pond
in fall of 1982. Some material
removed and sold.

Page 3of 4
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Appendix M Wastes Potentially Containing Elemental Phosphorus in Former Pond Areas

Pond When When Use
No. Built Ended

SE Apr. 1968 197273 ()

6E Nov. 1968 1980-81

7E Dec. 1969 1980-81

When
Dried

1981

1981

1981

Table 1

FMC Facility - Unlined Former Ponds
Historical Summary (Cont’'d)

Material
Received Cover Material(s)
Phossy water and very Site is beneath current

minor carryover fine solids Pond 155.
from upstream ponds.

Same as SE. Same as 5E.

Received phossy water Not capped.
only a few seasons; no
solids observed in 7E.

Other Notes
Dried gray settled soil (4" to

6

placed in area just south of new
155 lined pond. New lined pond

155 was built on this site in
1982.

Same as 5E.
Eastem t 150 feet used for

construction of lined pond 155
(1982) and 9E (1986).

Page 40f4
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Table 2

[ e e e ———

RATIOS OF CONCENTRATIONS OF SUBSTANCES
IN PHOSPHATE ORE RELATIVE TO LOCAL

BACKGROUND SOILS

EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS

POCATELLO, IDAHO

Local
Chemicsl Background Soils Ore
Aluminum 0.89
Antimony 1.00 7.64
Arsenic 1.00 1.90
Barium 1.00 0.56
Beryllium 1.00 1.90
Boron 1.00 5.80
Cadmium 1.00 40.95
Calcium 1.00 3.06
Chromium 1.00 29.89
Cobalt 1.00 0.11
Copper 1.00 8.25
Fluoride 1.00 22.00
Iron 1.00 0.62
Lead 1.00 0.42
Lead-210 1.00 1.65
Lithium 1.00 0.-73
Magnesium 1.00 0.09
Manganese 1.00 0.25
Mercury 1.00 2258
Molybdenum 1.00 6.98
Nickel 1.00 8.13
Orthophosphate 1.00 935.14
Phosphorus 1.00 98.07
Potassium-40 1.00 0.53
Selenium 1.00 449
Silver 1.00 2.68
Thallium 1.00 97.04

A-27

Page i of 2



Table 2

BACKGROUND SOILS

RATIOS OF CONCENTRATIONS OF SUBSTANCES
IN PHOSPHATE ORE RELATIVE TO LOCAL

EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS

P OCATELLO, IDAYO

Vanadium

1.00

Zinc
—_

A-28

1.00

Page 2 of 2
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Table 3

SUMMARY OF ON-SITE SURFACE SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Frequency of
Exceedance of
Minimum Mazximum Frequency of RBC for RBC for
Frequency Detected Detected Exceedance of | Worker Soil | Worker Soil
Chemical® Units | of Detection | Concentration | Concentration | Average | Background Background Ingestion Ingestion
"Aluminum mg/kg 31731 6160 20400 12405.81 13900 10/31 2599726.00 0/31
lAnimony  [mene 130 78 78 568 22 1130 158.58 0730
Arsenic mg/kg 21721 22 15.8 7.82 1.1 92 1.43 21/
Barium mg/kg 3113 8s5.8 847 242.03 188 1231 61611.59 0/31
ll Beryhtium me/kg 26/26 0.3 29 .10 | 8/26 0.58 2226
ll Boron me/kg 2323 58 15s0]  112.45 12.8 20123 80636.05 023
Cadmium mg/kg 26131 0.7 918 58.27 19 2473\ 448.23 1131 n
Chromium mg/kg 31731 16.3 763 177.09 275 25131 896457.30 (ﬂ"
ll Cobant me/kg 21131 0.64 8.9 3.98 16 231
“ Copper me/kg 311 8.4 109 3708 12.6 2831 3325856 031
Fluoride mg/kg 31131 410 1550001 16867.74 600 30/31 53787.44 3/31
l.cad mg/kg 27129 55 157 20.88 29.1 629
l.cad-210 pCilg 3131 12 216 73.75 3.03 3131 6.24 31731
Lithium mg/kg 26/26 4 369 10.86 16.1 2/26 17929.14 0/26
Manganese | mg/kg 31 46.1 ss71| 25581 482 1131 4475.04 0131 ll
Mercury mg/kg 913 0.06 15.6 1.59 0.16 6/13 268.91 0/13
Molybdenum | mg/kg 18/29 1.9 36.3 6.86 2.15 17129 448229 0129“
Nickel mg/kg 30/30 .7 3900  154.90 15.5 26/30 17929.14 0/30
[| Sctenium mg/kg 18/18 0.62 680 45.07 136 16/18 4482.29 018
[l sitver mg/kg 16/30 11 87.1 637 19 13130 4482 29 030
Uranium-238 | pCirg 3131 12 216 73.75 388 31131 442 31731
Vanadium mg/kg 3131 235 980|  237.55 45.4 23131 6275.20 0731
Zinc mg/kg 31/34 53.4 15200  846.21 528 | 26893720 031

a Lead-210 and Usanium-238 were the only radionuclides measured in on-site soil.
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Table 3A

SUMMARY OF OFF-SITE SURFACE SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Frequency of

RBC for Exceedance of

Residential RBC for
Frequency of Soil and Residential Soil
Minimum Mazximum Exceedance Homegrown | and Homegrown

Frequency of Detected Detected of Produce Produce

Chemical Units Detection Concentration | Concentration Average Background Bsckground Ingestion Ingestion
Aluminum me/kg 142/14) 1,150 18,900 12,520.21 13,900 35/143 221,655.20 0/143
Antimony mg/kg 16/127 18 26.6 3N 22 16/127 14.92 nn
Arsenic mg/kg 128/137 1 18.4 5.39 1.1 2137 0.35 128/137
Barium mg/kg 143/14) 69.8 770 169.03 188 24/143 3,365.12 0/143
“ Beryllium mg/kg 125/138 0.14 2 0.77 I 25/138 0.20 123/138
" B3oron mg/kg 132/136 1.42 197 10.86 12.8 28/136 11595 17136
| Cadmium mg/kg 135/139 032 189 22.08 1.9 104/139 6.70 62/139

Chromium me/kg 143/143 9.3 608 81.85 275 76/143 69,081.38 0/143 i
Cobalt mg/kg 115/138 1.8 11.3 475 7.6 7138
Copper me/kg 143/143 8.7 84.4 21.52 12.6 127/143 348.77 0/143 1

f'luoride mg/kg 143/143 164 27,200 2,469.95 600 72/143 3,759.49 22/143
Lead mp/kg 143/143 08 2,030 42.55 29.1 46/143 500.00 17143
Lead-210 pCilg 76/94 0.441 508 6.69 3.03 51/89 0.57 69/89
Lithium mg/kg 143/143 6.1 65.6 13.45 16.1 22/143 1,367.48 0/143
| Manganese meg/kg 143/143 44.9 1,330 428.32 482 44/14) 144.34 118/14)

~

A
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Table 3JA
SUMMARY OF OFF-SITE SURFACE SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS
Frequency of
RBC for Exceedance of
Residential RBC for
Frequency of Soil and Residential Soil
Minimum Maximum Exceedance Ilomegrown | and Homegrown
Frequency of Detected Detected of Produce Produce
Chemical Units Detection Concentration | Concentration Average Background Background Ingestion Ingestion
Mercury mg/kg 79/115 0.05 1.2 0.15 0.16 19/115 3.05 0/115
" Molybdenum mg/kg 32/134 1.3 19.1 2.60 213 23/134 131.29 0/134
Nickel mg/kg 134/14} 6.7 124 23.20 15.5 55/14} 578.30 0/143 II
> Polonium-210 | pCi/g 94/94 0.387 509 7.76 3.58 59/89 488 55/89
\
p Potassium-40 pCi/g 94/94 5.96 4 16.97 20.5 17/89 0.07 89/89
Selenium mg/kg 87/129 0.29 16.3 1.75 1.36 38/129 228.64 0/129
Silver mg/kg 100/139 02 108 1.72 1.9 32/119 91.51 0/139
|
F Thallium mg/kg 117/137 0.02 19 0.48 0.27 51137 6.16 0/137
Uranium-238 pCilg 81/94 00111 26.9 397 188 22/89 1.08 72/89
Vanadium mp/kg 143/143 10.6 729 101.38 454 49/143 502.82 107143
Zinc mg/kg 143/143 437 1,540 22321 52.8 139/143 855.16 12143 “




Table 4

LOCATIONS WHERE GROSS ALPHA ACTIVITIES WERE MEASURED

ABOVE THE SOIL SCREENING LEVEL IN SUBSURFACE SOIL

- —

A-32

Sampie Location Sampie Sample Description Activity
D Depth (pCig
(feet)

S004B Beneath gypsum stack 20 Pale brown silt 52.5
S004B Beneath gypsum stack 70 Pale brown silt 55.7
S0068B Beneath gypsum stack 10 Dark brown silty sandy 69.4
S036B Ammonia #1 plant 2 Gravel 445
S049B Ammonium sulfate plant 2 Tan silt with gravel 472
50528 Triple superphos. piant 2 Dark brown clayey silt 49.1J
S068B Cooling tower area 5 With gravel 42517
50698 Cooling tower area 1 Brown silt 205.0J
S070B Former cooling pond 7 | Silty gravel 50.1
S071B Former cooling pond 2 Light gray gravel 364.0
S071B Former cooling pond S (Backfill) 160.0J
S100B Former cooling pond 2 Weak red silty sand 178.0

| S100B Former cooling pond S Black silt (fill) 155.0

] S100B Former cooling pond 7 Light yellowish-brown sandy 60.5
S100B Former cooling pond 10 Gravel 90.1
S101B Cooling tower area 2 Tan siit 722
S103B Former phos acid rail car 7 Fill (sandstone) 156.0

cleaning

~

C
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Table 8
SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS
Frequency of RBC for Frequency of
Frequency Minlmum Maximum Frequency of Frequency E d Reaidental £ P of
of Detection Detected Detected Exceedancs of Primary of 8 y s dary Waler ingestion RBC for
Chemical Units 'l 1 Aversge Bachground Bachground MCL Exceedance MCL MCL Resldontial
of Weter
Primary ngestion
MCL

Matals
Auminum mpA 146631 00168 567 4 3110134 0591777 4761 005 110631 45 06708 4831
Antimony moh 171137 0039 1073 00339533 008 14737 0008 Iy 0008199208 [ 7737
Assonic moA 8IW7 14 00014 § 532 0 1110648 001682075 439714 005 2507714 0 000045003 63W714
Barum moA 791/013 00079 2 2245 0.1205218 022378 65/81) 2 2/81) 1087297 L1k
Berylium mof 63073 0 0002 0 0033 0 0009558 0001 49873 0 004 SBT3 0000019508 | 638”3
Boron mo/ 639690 0034) 89 0 9693398 0 238107 39690 1362344 87890
Cedmium moA 104/746 0 0001 30 0 0224268 0 0025 34748 0 005 2)7146 0001775578 157748
Chromum moA 306818 0 0003 7 584 0 0346992 0 006828 32818 01 5416 007661079 5416

I Cobal mgA 266/742 0 0024 0 1389 00090511 0008325 1802/742 -
Copper moA 131844 0002 1.123% 00107903 0 0049975 99/644 13 0544 1 2544 05539211 M
on moA 2711586 001 154 31 1 282207 0648248 64/586 01 106/5088 =
Lead mg/ 12742 0 0006 on 0002061 0002 | 421742 0015 | 1742 -

I Litwum mpA 563512 0 005 4 148 0 1266687 00613445 M1/572 03103279 44512

“ Mangeness mpA 44704 0001 912 0 7798744 003625 | 345704 005 | 333704 007661277 | 312704
Mercury mph 91/290 0 0001 0 0043 0 0002734 0 00037 351290 0002 87290 0 004634573 0280
Molybdenum mgh 119870 00092 02555 00122958 0048 | 17670 007763741 | 870
Nichel moA 102/697 0 0079 3 4581 0029250% 0 01 994697 01 10697 0 2986648 1897
Selenum moA 406/628 0 0005 19 735 0 047591 0 004868 224828 005 39/%626 007523498 30628
Sitver mph 60665 0 002 002 00021373 0 002 43665 01 655 007611 o665
Thattwm mgA AT 00003 9 0899 00154203 0002 | 13711 0002 | 13711 0001245548 | 29111
Vanadium mph 312832 0 0021 22 317 01332993 0 01 1374632 otor71162 | 21832
2nc_ 1otal moh 109450 0 0029 20914 0 2644152 00174 10/450 S §/450 3920542 | 5450
Volatlle Organics
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Table 8§
SUMMARY OF GROQUNDWATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS
e ——
Frequency Minimum Maximum Frequency of Frequency ""QW?CV of RSC for Frequency of
of Detection Detecied Detecied Exceedance of Primary " '.,' e xcosds w ::- el Excesdancs of
- Chemical Units trat stion Aversge Background Background McL Excosdance MCL McL Inges .'. ,.cm"', o
ol Water

00026248
Trichioroethan
®
2-Butsnone mgA THO? 0003 001 0 0099019
Acelone moA 26/108 0026 32718 01919811
Carbon moA 71112 0001 0168 00047277
dhsulfiide
Chiorobenzens mgh 2136 0 001 00018 0.0025202
Chioroform mpA 2127 0001 Q001 0 0024969
Etylbenzens | mpn 4% 0001 0002 0.0025074
Meihylens moN 21108 0 001 00013 00027020
chioride
Teirachiorosth mph 121138 0001 0.018 000275 0002075 6138 0008 ms 0001420871 w138
e
Tohusne mgn i 0001 0004 0 0024685 ,
Trchiorosthen mgA 14135 0001 0028 00029278 000238 w135 0 00% 135 0002542289 ¥13s
°
Nylenes mgA a/130 0001 00t 0.0026835
Semivotatile Organic
Beruzoic acd mpA 125 0 00% 0 003 0.024632
Bis(2-othyhexy | moa 6583 0001 0054 00083072
h
phihalate
Di-n-butylphiha mpA 112 0001 0004 0 0049018
isle
Di-n-octylphtha mgA 214 g oot 0002 00049328
lale
Dwsthyiphthalel mgn 2122 0 001 000t 00049344
0
Dimethylphthal mgh 1"Mn23 0001 0087 00079674
ate
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Table
SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS
Frequ of requency
of Detection Doloch‘d‘ Detected :lm::( Primary of Secondary E..“::; w;:.c ;-.’Enon : RD:: for *
t Background '
'r‘.umw. 00087935
Radionuclides
Antimony-125 pciL "2 9 ® 3203
Cosanm-134 pCL a2 307 39 0 4954171
“ Cobel-57 pcin 112 448 448 0 5096667
" Cobash-60 pcn 212 308 421 1.138579
" Ewopasm-152 pCcviL "2 ' 17 1" 2684525
“ Europium-154 pcit "2 822 8.22 2 154041 -~
Gross aipha pcaL 563/841 -723% 1,690 9 514483 - 15 | samat
Gross bels pCn 145/168 0785 1,355 31 34504 50 134/768
Lead-210 pchL i 47 85 3003 149 70627
Polonium-210 pCL "7 -0 049 0049 0.0891143
“ Polassium40 | pCid 7112 , 329 1,330 275.4083
" Radium-226 pCin 593623 00s 1.09 0 6405723 20 04823 013931652 | 282082
Radum-228 penL 275/520 . 01 139 1210124 20 | o520 0 4717962 2‘111520
Ruthenium-108 pCAL 12 237 23.7 7.00625
Sodwum-22 pCAL 12 . 25 IM 1377383
Thonum-228 pCWL k4 -0 035 033 0 0098208
Irmaum-z:o pch P14 -0 009 03 0 1535288
Thorium-232 pcht an 0019 Q017 0 0665208
{;:miun-?lm pCiA m ' 0199 075 6.732285 2923504 | W7
Uranium-235 pCin wm 0104 04105 01337 2 923504 o
Yrpnum 238 PG _v12 1123 160 5283454 1670574 | &2
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Table 8§
SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS
Frequency Minimum Manimum Frequency of Frequency ';""‘“:‘" of _RBCtor Frequency of
of Detection Delected Detected Esceedance of Primary of s dery a " Watar Ingestion p ol
Chemicsl Units Concentration Concentration Average Background Background MCL Exceedance MCL MCL v e l.::.:.
» "d Water
MCL Ingestion

Yitrum-88 pcil 112 IM I 08949583
2nc-65 pCA 112 4701 4761 -1015333
Waier Quality
Ammonia {(NH) moh 181/701 02 1,220 3151017
as N)
Caicaum moA 835837 15 4 1.211 140 6328
Chiorse mo 8207821 9 1,750 154 5228 183 4 1947821 250 1227621
Fuonds mgh 784/90% 0 08 2,018 7 501513 08 235/905 4 44/905 2 69/905 0 9319608 180/905
Magnesam mgA 831837 ‘ 05 694 8153564
Nasale (NOY mgh 82y019 005 660 6 605705
as N)
Orthophosphst moA 6917781 ' 0013 4,760 43 98905
¢ (PO4 a3 P)
Phosphorus, mgh 109796 ' 0018 8.830 50 9344
fotal
Polsssum moA 884/884 29 29.010 99 35796
Sodam moAl 823823 128 5.208 164 1313 6315144 | 472823 20 | sose23
Sulfste moA 990/891 083 36.400 422 047

Key

MCL = Maxwnum Contaminani Level

ROC = Risk-based concaniration

A
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Table 6
SUMMARY OF AIR ANALYTICAL RESULTS
Frequency of
Minimum Mazimum Frequency of Exceedance
Frequency of Detected Detected Exceedance of RBC for of RBC for
Chemical Units Detect Concentration Coucentration Average Background Background Inhalation Inhalation
" Aluminum ug/m" 143206 0.01348758 0.7558537 0.1422603 0.333965 201206
“ Arsenic yg,/mJ 234/323 0.0001552321) 0.004613158 0.0006511955 0.0014533 41323 0.0004146172 139/32)
Barium uglm] 148/206 0.001654159 0.02286252 0.003815881 - 0.004592 557206 3836927 07206
Beryllium ug/m) 111206 0.0001574981 00002707787 0.0000891683 0.0000853 117206 00007451238 0/206
Cadmium pglm] 135/32) 0.001322299 0.05603214 0.002797181 0000683 135/323 0.0009937652 135/323
Chromium pg,/ml 144/32) 0.0006014503 0.1021287 0.0037329 0000636 143/32) 0.0001490648 144/32)
Gross alpha p('i/m) 12/16 0.0009556486 | 0.0523169 0006414824
Gross beta p(_‘i/rn3 15716 0.002679193 0.01173803 0.006191763
l.cad-210 pCij 328/351 0.0020951 0.1169215 0.0231678) 0.053491 24/351 0.001190476 328/354
Mangancse yg/m] 2037206 0.000592385) 0.02644496 0.005779869 0.013395 16/206 0.3756432 0/206
Nickel ug/m’ 35/244 0.003167659 0.009066898 0.002123739 0.002563 35/244 0.007453219 31244
Phosphorus ug/m] 130/323 0.1804351 19.10782 1.18875) 0202894 12711323
“ Polonium-210 pCi/m) 343/351 0.0003668404 0.3505943 0.01910664 0015654 103/351 0.001831502 327351
Radium-226 pCi!m] 49/351 0.00001792433 0.003332056 0.0001055182 0.001053 10/351 0.001587302 1351 n
Radium-228 pCiImJ 121234 0.0001174482 0.01580375 0.00103737 0.002883 141234 0.006901311 2234 "
Selenium “yml 211206 001621767 0.1208713 0.01149783 0008532 217206 “
|LSilvu yg/m] 217206 0.001137036 0.004287942 0.0006996106 0 000595 21206 “

Key at end of table.
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Table 6

SUMMARY OF AIR ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Frequeacy of

Minimum Maszimum Frequency of Exceedance
Frequency of Detected Detected Exceedance of RBC for of RBC for
Chemical Units Detect Concentration Concentration " Average Background Background Inhalation Inhalation
Thallium pg/m, 6/206342 0.03193704 0.04337898 0.01717279 001711 6206
Thorium-230 pCi./m) 235/351 0.0000232234 0001498582 0.0001042818 0.000103 95/351 0.0001642036 48/351
Thorium-232 pCUm] 6/234 0.00002112716 0.00009968953 0.00000735504 0.0000268 5234 0.000170068 0234
Uranium pCi/m) 3471351 0.00000282146 0.005288986 0.0002094924 0.0000762 181/351 0.0001984127 88/351
Vanadium ug}m] 141/323 0.001553667 0.1215817 0.004166464 0.000857 1417323
Zinc ugjm) 293/32) 0.001158892 0.415641 0.02132566 0.010402 170/323
— - ——
Key:

RBC = Risk-based concentration.

A
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Table 7

PORTNEUF RIVER DELTA SEDIMENT INVESTIGATION

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL COMPARISON TO BACKGROUND
—

Average
Concentration
(mg/kg) Element/Aluminum Ratio

Is Portneuf Is Portneuf
Significantly Significantly
Greater than Greater than
Element Snake?* Snake Portneuf Snake?"

™=
8,100 NA NA | NA

Arsenic 311 2.89 | No 230x10% | 1.36x10° | No
“ Cadmium 0.369 0.934 | Yes 1.70x10° | 294x107° | Yes
Fluoride 247 345 | Yes 779x102 | 692x10°% | No
Selenium 0.622 0.812 | No 4.55x10° | 337x107 | No
Zinc 352 429 | Yes 3.05x10° | 2.23x10% | No |

a .
Average concentrations were compared (p <0.2). Appendix C discusses the statistical approach and tests used.

Key:

NA = Not applicable.

A-39
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TERRESTRIAL ECOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS

Table 8

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL COMPARISON TO BACKGROUND FOR SOLL (mg/kg)

Is impacted Area
Minimum Maximum Significantly Greater
Frequency of Detected Detected Average Than Blcl(g.tonnd
Habitat Chemical Location Detection Concentration | Concentration | Concentration Area?
Sagebrush steppe | Cadmium Bannock Ilills SW 10/10 18.6 i1y 272 | Yes I]
“ Michaud Flats 10/10 9.4 I 210 | Yes |
Ferry Butic® 10/10 047 12 068 | — "
Fluoride Bannock Hills SW 10710 1,100 1,840 1454 | Yes
Michaud Flats 10/10 850 3,200 1,793 | Yes
Ferry Butte® 10/10 330 421 363 | —
Zinc Bannock Hills SW 10/10 182 342 256 | Yes
| Michaud Flats 10/10 88.4 219 156 | Yes
Ferry Butte” 10/10 49.4 64.1 s6.5 | —
Riparian Cadmium Portneul 10/10 0.64 276 103 | “fes l
Snake” 10/10 0.17 0.4 026 | —
Fluoride Portneuf 10/10 321 2,930 1,073 | Yes
Snake® 10/10 175 208 2s | —
Zinc Portneuf 10/10 475 197 114 | Yes
Snake” 10/10 5.5 318 2.1 | —

a Avcrage concentrations were compared (p <0.2). Appendix C discusses the statistical approach and tests used.

Background arca.

®
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TERRESTRIAL ECOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS

Table 9

17-V

i SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL COMPARISON TO BACKGROUND FOR VEGETATION (mg/kg)
[ Is Impacted Area
Significantly
Minimum Maximum Greater Than
Frequency Detected Detected Average Background
|.L Habitat Chemical Vegetalion jl;u*nlﬁhm of Detection Concentration Concentration Concentration Area"
Sagebrush steppe Cadmium Sagcebrush foliage (unwashed) Bannock Hills SW 10/10 0.8i 1.2 099 | Yes
Michaud Flats 10/10 097 1.7 1.27 | Yes
Ferry Butie® 5/10 02 0.35 017 | —
Sagebrush foliage (washed) Bannock Hills SW 10/10 0.59 1.2 0.77 | Yes
Michaud Flats 10/10 0.61 1.5 1.10 | Yes
Ferry Butte® 40 021 034 017 | —
| Thickspike wheatgrass (stems Bannock Hills SW 10/10 0.33 088 0.54 | Yes
and lcaves) Michaud Ftats 10/10 0.3} 0.59 0.46 | Yes
Ferry Butie” 210 0.14 0.40 o2 | —
I luoride Sagebrush foliage (unwashed) Bannock Hills SW 18/20 473 122 742 | Yes©
Michaud Flats 19720 25.5 14 556 | Yes
Ferry Bullcb 020 — — 4¢ | —
Sagebrush foliage (washed) Bannock Hills SW 0720 — — S
Michaud Flats 020 — — — |-
Ferry Bullt:b 0/20 — — — | —
Thickspike wheatgrass (stems Bannock Hills SW 10/10 39.6 1 621 | ves
| and leaves Michaud Flats 4/10 25.0 51.1 22.4 | Yes©
Ferry Butic® 0/10 — — 122° | —
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TERRESTRIAL ECOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS

Table 9

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL COMPARISON TO BACKGROUND FOR VEGETATION (mg/kg)

Is Impacted Area
Signifieantly
Minimum Mazimum Greater Than
Frequency Detected Detected Average Background
Habitsat Chemical Vegetation Lacation of Detection Concentration Concentration Concentration Area"
Zinc Sagebrush foliage (unwashed) | Bannock Hills SW 10/10 26.1 398 31.2 | No
‘ Michaud Flats 10/10 30.6 49.1 383 | Yes
Ferry Butie® 10/10 2.7 44.1 302 | —
Sagcbrush foliage (washed) Bannock Hills SW 10/10 224 L1 26.0 | No
Michaud Flats 10/10 15.0 439 32.7 | Yes
Ferry Butte® 10/10 2.5 407 216 | —
Thickspike wheatgrass (stems Bannoi:k Hills SW 10/10 6.5 16.5 11.5 | Yes
and leaves) Michaud Flats 10/10 79 1.1 108 | Yes
Ferry Butte® 10/10 52 10.5 82| —
Riparian Cadmium | Russian ofive (fruit) Portncuf 5/10 0.2 0.33 0.18 | Yes
Snake” 110 0.66' 066" 010 | —

D
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TERRESTRIAL ECOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS

Table 9

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL COMPARISON TO BACKGROUND FOR VEGETATION (mg/kg)

.L

Is Impacted Area
Significantly
Minimum Maximum Greater Than
Frequency Detected Detected Average Background
Habitat Chemical Vegetation Location of Detection Concentration Concentration Concentration Area"
Fluoride Russian olive (fruit) Portneuf 0/10 — — 1209 | —¢ 1
Snake” 0/10 — — ned | —
Zinc Russian olive (fruit) Portneul 10/10 7.3 133 102 | Yes
Snake” 10/10 54 94 12 | —

a Average concentrations were compared (p <0.2). Appendix C discusses the statistical approach and iesls used.

Background arca.

Mcaning(ul statistical comfmrison (o background arca not possible because all background samples were less than method detection limit.
of high frequency of detects compared with background arca.

One-half of detection limit.
Meaningful statistical comparisons not possible; all reported values were less than method detection limit.

Qutlier.

Potentially impacted arca judged to be clevated because
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Table 10

TERRESTRIAL ECOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS
SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL COMPARISON TO BACKGROUND FOR DEER MICE (mg/kg)

Minimum Masximum Is Impacted Area
Frequency of Detected Detected Average Significantly Greater
Chemical Tissue Location Detection Concentration Concentration Concentration than Reference Area"
Cadmium Whole body | Bannock Hills SW 10/10 0.24 1.2 061 | Yes
Michaud Flats 10/10 0.08 042 022 | Yes
Ferry Butic” 10/10 0.02 0.15 007 | —
Fluoride Whole body | Bannack Hills SW 10/10 938 173 128 | Yes©
Michaud Flats 10/10 504 135 90.9 | Yes*
Ferry Bune® 0/10 — — 68d | — i
Femur Bannock Hills SW 710 196 760 297 | Yes n
Michaud Flats 10/10 291 . 1,030 633 | Yes ﬂ
Ferry Butte? 30 195 301 130 | — “
Zinc Whole body | Bannock Hills SW 10/10 317 48.1 385 | No “
Michaud Flats 10/10 33 435 376 | No
Ferry Butie” 1010 282 483 386 | —

Table 3-3 (Cont.)

a Average concentrations were compared (p <0.2). Appendix C discusses the statistical approach and tests used.

Background arca.

Meaningful statistical comparison to background area not possible because all background samples were less than the method detection limit. Potentially
impacted arca judged to be clevated because of high frequency of detects compared with background area.

Onc-half of method detection limit.

® O
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e i
Tﬁ Table 11
EMF SOIL SCREENING CRITERIA
- Lower Higher
Analyte Units Background RBC RBC

Aluminum mg/kg 13,900 22.165.52 221.655.2
Antimony mg/kg 2.2 1.491719 14.91719
Arsenic mg/kg 77 0.034565 0.34565
Barium mg/kg 188 336.5123 3.365. 123
BeryHium mg/kg 1 0.020117 0.201167
Boron mg/kg 12.8 11.59451 115.9451
Cadmium mg/kg 1.9 0.669825 6.698249
Chromium mg/kg 275 6.908.139 69.081.38
Cobait mg/kg 7.6 ' !
Copper mg/kg 12.6 34.87675 348.7675
Fluoride mg/kg 600 375.9492 3.75§.492
Lead mg/kg 29.1 : 400°
Lead-210 pCi/g soil 3.03 0.057346 0.573462
Lithium mg/kg 16.1 136.7482 1.367.482
Manganese mg/kg 482 14.43405 144.3405
Mercury mg/kg 0.16 0.305078 3.050778
Molybdenum mg/kg 2.15 13.12949 131.2949
Nicke! me/kg 15.5 57.82999 578.2999
Polonium-210 pCi/g soail 3.58 0.488262 4.882621
Potassium-40 pCi/g soil 20.5 0.007029 0.070288
Selenium mg/kg 1.36 22.86415 228.6415
Silver mg'kg 1.9 9.150839 91.50838
Strontium me/kg NA 413.6858 4.136.858
Thallium mg/kg 0.27 0.615519 6.155192 -
Uranium mg/kg NA 2094732 209.4732
Uranium-238 pCi/g soil 3.88 0.108358 1.083576

Key at end of 1able.
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SOoiL CRITERIA

Page 2 of 2

Background

50.2819

Higher
RBC

502.819

ll Zinc mg/kg 52.8 85.51619

a
No toxicity values were availabie at the time data were compiled.
Residential soil screening level (EPA 1994¢).

Key:

NA = Not analyzed for in soil samples.
RBC = Risk-based concenmation.

A-46
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Table 12

EMF GROUNDWATER SCREENING CRITERIA

Primary | Secondsry
Anaslyte Units | Background Lower RBC Higher RBC MCL MCL
Aluminum mg/L 0.591777 4.506706 45.06706 — 0.05
Antimony mg/L 0.05 | 0.0006199296 0.006199296 0.006 —
Arsenic mg/L 0.0162075 | 4.800307E-06 | 4.800307E-05 0.05 —
Barium mg/L 0.22378 0.1087297 1.087297 2 —
Beryllium mg/L 0.001 1.958621E-06 | 1.958621E-05 0.004 —
Boron mg/L 0.238107 0.1362344 1.362344 — —_
Cadmium mg/L 0.0025 | 0.0007775578 0.007775578 0.005 —
Chromium mg/L 0.008751 0.007661079 0.07661079 0.1 —
Copper mg/L 0.0049975 0.05539213 0.5539213 1.3° 1
Fluoride mg/L 0.8 0.09319686 0.9319686 4 2
Lithium mg/L 0.0613445 0.03103279 0.3103279 — —
Manganese mg/L 0.03625 0.007661277 0.07661277 — 0.05
Mercury mg/L 0.000965 | 0.0004634573 0.004634573 0.002 —
Molybdenum mg/L 0.048 0.007763741 0.07763741 —_ —
Nickel mg/L 0.01 0.02986646 0.2986646 0.1 —
Nitrate mg/L 4.636 2.502857 25.02857 10 —
Radium-226 pCi/L 1.552 0.03931652 0.3931652 20 —
Radium-228 pCiVL 5.32 0.04717982 0.4717982 20 —
Selenium mg/L 0.0051345 0.007523498 0.07523498 0.05 —
Silver mg/L 0.00228 0.007611 0.07611 — 0.1
Strontium mg/L — 0.8780887 8.780887 — —_
Tetrachloroethene mg/L 0.002875 | 0.0001428671 0.001428671 0.005 —
Thallium mg/L 0.02 | 0.0001245546 0.001245546 0.002 —
Trchloroethene mg/L 0.0025 | 0.0002542289 0.002542289 0.005 —
Uranium mg/L — 0.004645992 0.04645992 0.02 —
Uranium-233/234 pCVL — 0.2923504 2.923504 -— —
Key at end of table. A-47
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Secondary
Higher RBC MCL
Uranium-235 0.2923504 2.923504
Uranium-238 pCi/L —_ 0.1670574 1.670574 — —
Vanadium mg/L 0.01 0.01077162 0.1077162 — —
Zinc mg/L 0.0174 0.3920542 3.920542 — 5
Gross alpha pCiL 5.432 — — 15 -
b
Gross beta pCVL 10.2 — —_ —
—
a
MCLG.
4 millirems/year.
Key:

— = No values available.
MCL = Maximum contaminant level.
MCLG = Maximumn contaminant level goal.
RBC = Risk-based concentration.
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Table 13
‘ EMF ARENING CRITERIA
Analyte

Aluminum ug/m3 0.333965 — - —
Arsenic | pgm3 0.0014533 0.000041 0.00041 —
Barium ug/m3 0.004592 0.383693 3.83693 —
Beryllium ug/m3 0.0000853 0.000075 0.00075 —
Cadmium ug/m3 0.000683 0.000099 0.00099 —
Chromium pg/m3 0.000636 0.000015 0.00015 —
Crystalline quartz| pg/m3 42.0456 - - — —
Crystobalite ug/m3 3.89105 —_— _ —
Gaseous Fluoride | pg/m3 0.064727 - — —
Lead-210 pCi/m3 0.053491 0.000119 0.00119 —
Manganese ug/m3 0.013395 0.037564 0.37564 —
Nickel ug/m3 0.002563 0.000745 0.00745$ —
Tridymite ug/m3 7.7821 - — —
. ' Phosphorus ug/m3 0.202894 - - -
PM,o pg/m3 23.9005 — — 150%, 50°
Polonium-210 | pCi/m3 0.015654 0.000183 0.00183 —
Radium-226 pCiim3 0.001053 0.000159 0.00159 —
Radium-228 pCm3 0.002883 0.00069 0.0069 —
Selenium ug/m3 ' 0.008532 — - —
Silver pg/m3 0.000595 _ — —
Thallium pe/m3 0.01711 - — —
Thorium-230 pCi/m3 0.000103 0.000016 0.00016 —
Thorium-232 pCi/m3 0.0000268 0.000017 0.00017 —
Particle Fluoride | pg/m3 165.625 —_ -— —
Uranium pCi/m3 0.0000762 0.00002 0.0002 —
Vanadium = | ug/m3 0.000857 — —_ —_
Zinc ug/m3 0.010402 -— - —_

24-hour average concentration.

Annual average concentration.
— = Values not available.
NAAQS = National ambient air quality standards (40 CFR, Part 50).
' RBC = Risk-based concentration.
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Table 18

TOXICITY VALUES FOR CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS

Oral SF '
(mg/kg-day)
Chemical CASNumber | Carcinogen Route nﬁﬂt.‘-‘-‘;& Target Organ ‘::: Spec
rinog pecies Exposure Roule Source
Assenc 7440-38-2 A Orat 175 Skin — Human Orinking water R
A Inhaiston 00043 | Lung Cancer Humaen, male Inhalation, oocupstional axposure IR
Berylum 7440-44-7 82 Oral 4) Whole body Gmn_ tumare, sl stes Raviong-Evens, male Orinking water IR l
combined
IH B2 inhalaban 0 0024 Lung — Human fnhalation. ocoupetional sxposure iR ]
Cadmum 744043 9 - Orad — - — — — —_
a Inhalation 00018 Lung, tacheas, Cancer Human/whide male inhalastion, cooup a“xp R n
xonchws
Chromium (V1) 18540-29-9 — Oral — | - — — — — H
A inhatation 0012 Lung Cancer Humen inhalation, oocupetional exposure R
| Lead 1439-92-1 az Ovat — - — —_ —_ -
B2 inhalation - - — — — —_
Nichel refinery dust 1440-02-0vd — Orat — — — — — _
A Inhalation 000024 | tung Cencer Human toh ooy poswre R
Tetrachiorosthens 127-184 c-82 Oral 0052 | Lver — Mice Oval. Gavege ECAO
.82 inhalstion 582107 | Biood. kver Leukemia - inhalstion ECAO
Trchioroethens 719016 82 Oral 0011 | Liver — — Oral, Gevage ECAQ
L 82 inhalation 17x10° | g — — tnhatation ECAO
Koy

ECAO = Environmentst Crieria and Assessmeni Office (EPA)
IR = [RIS (EPA 1994b)
SF = Slope faclor
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Table 18
TOXICITY VALUES FOR NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS
Oral RO
(mg/hg day) or
CAS Number hhdlﬂa‘m Confidence
Chemical Route R1O Type {mg/m”) UF MF Level Target Organ Critical Effect Source Oate
Aumnum T7429-90-3 Ornl Chronic 1 100 — Low Centre! nervous Neurobshavioral defcds ECAOQ 1-Jan-95
syslem

Subchronic — — = —_ — — -

Inhaistion Ciwonic — — — _ —_ - — —

Subdhvonic — — e — — - -

Antmmony 7440-360 . Orel Chronic 0.0004 1,000 1 Low Whoile body Longevity R 01-Feb-01

Subdhronic 0 0004 1,000 — ] — Whole body Increased mornaity HE 31-Mer-94

inhatslion Chwonic - —_ — — — — — —

Subohronic — — - § - — — - -

Asenc 1440-38 2 . Oral Chronic 0.0003 3 1 Medium Skin Hyperpigmeniation IR 01-Mar-83

Subchronic 0 0003 3 -] — Skin Keratosis HE 31 -Mar-94
inhatation Chrornic - - - - — - - - j

Subdhronic — — -1 = —~ - — —

Beryllium 1440-41-7 Orel Chronic 0.008 100 1 Low — None observed IR 01 -Feb-93
Subchronic 0 005 100 — ]| — — None observed HE 31-Mar-94 ‘

inhalation Chronic - — — — — — — —
supeivonc - ] - - - -

Boron 74‘40-42-0 Oral Chronic 008 100 1 Medium Testes Auophy IR 01-Sep-94

Subdhvonc 009 100 — — Testes Lesions HE 31-Mar-94

Inhalation Chvonc 002 100 — — Respirstory rect A ation HE 31 Mar-94

Subctvonc 002 100 — — Respiratory red i gation HE 3 Mer-04

C edmium 7440-43-9 Oral, Water Chvonic 0 0005 10 1 High Kudney * Sndican! protevusia R 01-Feb-94

Subdwonc 0.0005 — — — Hidney Sgndicant protenusia [o{s) —

Oral. Food Cheonic 0 00t 10 1 Hiph Hodney Significant proleruna IR 01-Feb-94

Subchvonic Q001 = =1 = Kudney Jnficent Proteduna co —

Key at end of 1able.
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Table 18
TOXICITY VALUES FOR NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS
Oral RTD
(mg/hg-day) or
CAS Number lnhlhﬂocsm
Chemical pm Critical Eftect
CrwammnmiIif) 16065-63-1
Chromum({V1) 18540-29-9
Inhalstion Chronic 4E-08 - - — — — S —
Subdhronic 4E-08 — — Low Respirsiory tract Nassl oflects ECAO 14-Feb-93
Crystaiioe quariz® | 14008-60-7 Ocsl Chronic - -1 - — - _ _
Subctvonic — — — — — —_ -
inhalation Chronic —_ — — — — - — H
Subdhranic — — - — — — —_ ‘
f uorde. Soluble 16964-48-8 (17 ] Chvonic 008 1 1 High Testh Fuorasis IR 7-1-84
Subdvang 0 06 1 - —_ Teelh Fluorosiy co - "
Inhalation Ciwanic 008 — — | — Toeth Fiuorosrs co - "
Subdvonic 006 - — — Tosth Fhsorosis co - l
Lead 7439921 Ocet Chvonic — — | - — — - - "
Subchvonic - -1 - — — - -
Inhalation Cheonic — - — — - — —_
Subchvonic —_ - — — - — —
Manganese 7439965 Orai, Water Chronic 0005 1 1 ] Veried :Z;.r‘ﬂ.ull nervous Eftects L] 01-Apr-84
Subcwonc 0 005 1 — - Cantral necvous ERocls HE 31 Mar-94
system

Key at end of lable.
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Table 18
TOXICITY VALUES FOR NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS
Ovat RIO
{mg/g-day) or
CAS Number lnnu-u«\mc Confidence
Chemical Route RTD Type {mg/m™) UF MF Level Target Orgen Ceitical Effect Sourcs Date
Ovel. Food Chronic 014 1 1 Varied Centsal nervous Eflects IR 01-Agr-04
system
Subchronic 014 1 - — Central nervous Eftects HE
sysiem
tnhalation Chronic 0 00005 1.000 1 Medium CNS impairment of IR
neurcbehavloral Aanction
Subdhronic 0 00008 - - — CNS impaiment of Cl
neurcbehavioral indlion
Mercury (Inorgenic) 7439.976 Oral Chronic 0 0003 1.000 — — dney Efects HE
Subdhronic 0 0003 1,000 — — Kidney Effects HE
inhalation Chronic 0 0003 30 -— — Nervous sy Ne Y HE 3 -Mer-84 l
Subdhvonic 00003 30 — — Nervous system Neuroloxicity HE 31 -Mar-94
Nickel, Sokuble 7440020 Orel Chronic 002 300 1 | Medum Whole body Decreased waight R 01-Jan-92
Sais
Subdhwonic 002 300 -— — Whole body Decrsased weight HE 31 -Mer-94
Inhalstion Chwonic — — — — — — — -
Subchworuc — — — — — — — —
Nitrate 14797.55.8 Oral Chwonic 1.6 1 1 | High Blood Methemoglobinemia IR 01-0d-91 H
Subctvonc 16 — — — Biood Methemogiobinemis cO —
Inhalalon Chronc = = ] e = - oot -
Subdhvonic — — o — — — -
Pnosphoric Acid® 7664-38-2 Oral Ctvonic - - N _ _ _ _
Subdwonic = — -1 - — -~ — —
\nhalahion Chronic had - ) — — - - —-
Subdhvonic - — -1 - -~ - - =
Phos, 9 1314-56-3 QOrsl Ctvonc — —_ — - - _ _ _
Peanioride .
II Subchronc - — = ot — - — b

Key at end of table.
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Tabte 16
TOXICITY VALUES FOR NONCg_CINOGENIC EFFECTS
Oval R1D
{mo/kg-day) or
CAS Number lnhdnﬂotsllc Confldence
Chemical Rouls RID Type {mg/m”) UF MF Level Target Organ Critcal Effoct Source Date

Civonic — — - I = — — - _
Subdhronic - — -1 - - - — —
Salenum 1762492 Ocol Civonic 0005 3 v e Whole body Semnosia ] 01-Sep-91
Subchronic 0.008 3 = Whole body Selenosis HE 31-Mor-94

inhalalion Clwonuic = - -1 = = = —

Subdhwonic ~ — el — — —
Sitver 7440-224 Oral Civonic 0005 3 1 | Low Skin Argyris R 01-Dec-91
Subdvonic 0005 3 e Shin _Agrie HE 31 -Mar-94

tnhalation Ciwonic = - =1 - - = —

Subchvon - - =]- = = -

| —

Teirachiorosthens 127.18.4 Ol Chvonic 001 1,000 1§ Medum Liver Hepatotoxicty R 1-Mer-88
. Subchronic a1 100 - | - Liver Hepatotoxichy HE 31-Mar-94

tnhalaton Chwonc - - -1 - — — —

Subctvonic - = il I — = —
Thakum 6533.73.9 o Chuonic 0 000069° 3000 1 | Low Lrver increased SGOT R 01-Sep-90
Subchronic 0 000696" 300 -1 - Lover increased SGOT HE 31-Mur-94
tnhalation Cheonic — — -1 - - - = ~
Subchvonic - = =1 = buad bt = =
Trchiorosthens 19016 Ors! = = bad — = — -~ = —
tnhalation — - - =1 = = - - -
Uranasm, soksble 744081-1 sl Chwonic 0003 1,000 1 | Medum Whote body Waight lois IR 01-0c1-89

sefts

' Subdivonic 0003 - S _ _ co _

Key at end of 1able.
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Table 18
| TOXICITY VALUES FOR gNCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS
Oval RO
(mg/ug-day) or
CAS Number M..uo,sm Confidence
Chemical Route RID Type (mg/m’) UF MF Level Target Organ Critical Effect Source Date
inhalation Chronc — —_ — - -
Subchronic - — — _ — —_
n Vansdsm 7440862-2 [o ] Chrone 0 007 100 — Whole body Lieune HE
Subchronic 0007 100 — Whois body Litetime HE
Inhalalion Chvonic — - — - _ _
Subchronic - - -— - - —
Inc 1440688 Orat Chronic 03 3 Medium Blood Decresse (47%). R
erythvocyle superoxide
dismusinse
Subdhvonic 0.3 3 -_ Blood Decreased biood enzyme HE 31 -Mar-94 II
inhalation Chronic — - - _ _ _ _ "
Subdvonic — — - - _ _ _ I
L
& Quanidalive loxiclly vakues were requested for these chemicals from ECAOQ; howsver, ECAO conchuded thal the avsilsbie information was insuflicient to support derivetion of such valuss
Derived rom RD for thaliasm carbonate
Key
Ct = Extrapolated fiom chvoruc nhalstion RIC
CO = Extrapolated liom dhwonic oral RO
ECAQ = Enviconmentsl Criteris snd Assessment Office (EPA)
HE = HEAST (EPA 1994c)
IR s RIS (EPA 1994b)
MF =  Modtying lacior
NA =
Not svadable
RO = Reference dose
SGOT =  Serum ghAamic oxylate ransaminase
St = Exirapolaled kom subchvonic inhslation RIC
SO = Exuapolsted rom subcivoruc orel RID
UF = Uncertainty factor
WD = Withdewn from IRIS or HEAST

Key at end of table.
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TOXICITY VALUES (SLOPE FACTORS) FOR RADIONUCLIDES

SFg
(Risk/Year per

Radionuclide pCi/g Soil)
Lead-210+D 014255-04-0(+D) 1.01E-09 3.86E-09 1.45E-10
Polonium-210 013981-52-7 J.26E-10 2.14E-09 3.30E-11
Potassium-40 013966-00-2 1.25E-11 7.46E-12 6.11E-07
Radium-226+D 013982-63-3(+D) 2.96E-10 2.75E-09 6.74E-06
Radium-228+D 015262-20-1(+D) 2.48E-10 9.94E-10 3.28E-06
Radon-222+D 014859-67-7(+D) - 7.57E-12 -
Thorium-228+D 014274-82-9(+D) 2.31E-10 9.68E-08 9.94E-07
Uranium-233 013968-55-3 4.48E-11 1.41E-08 3.52E-11
Uranium-234 013966-29-5 4.44E-1) 1.40E-08 2.14E-11
Uranium-235 015117-96-1 4.52E-11 1.30E-08 2.63E-07
Uranmium-235+D 015117-96-1(+D) 4.70E-11 1.30E-08 2.65E-07
Uranium-238 007440-61-1 4.27E-11 1.24E-08 1.50E-11
Uranium-238+D 007440-61-1(+Dy |  6.20E-11 1.24E-08 | ~  5.25E-08

Key:
CASRN = Radionuclide CAS Number.

SFg = Slope factor for oral exposure.

SF Slope factor for inhalation exposure.

SFg = Slope factor for external exposure.

Source: HEAST 1994 (EPA 1994c).




TABLE 18
RADIOLOGICAL CANCER RISKS ESTIMATED IN THE BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

‘ FOR CURRENT EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IN EXISTING RESIDENTIAL AREAS
(amm—ame ————— —————
Soil Ingestion, External Radiatio%l
Soll Ingestion, External Exposure, Inhalation of Airborme
Radiation Exposure and Contaminants, and Consumption|
Inhalation of Airborme of Homegrown Produce

Contaminants

Residentiall Exposure |Estimated | Incrementali| CR |Estimated| Incremental | CR
Area Case CR CR Ratio CR CR Ratio

1 RME 8.78e-04 | 3.72e-04 1.74 | 8.78e-04 3.72e-04 1.74
CT 1.89e-04 | 7.98e-05 1.73 | 1.8%e-04 7.98e-05 1.73

2 RME 5.90e-04 | 8.47e-05 1.17 | 5.90e-04 8.48e-05 1.17
cT 1.26e-04 1.75e-05 1.16 | 1..Se-04 1.76e-05 1.16

3 RME 3.14e-05 | 2.96e-06 1.10 | 3.14e-05 2.96e-06 1.10
CcT 6.69e-06 | 6.30e-07 1.10 | 6.69e-06 6.30e-07 1.10

4 RME 9.37e-04 | 4.32e-04 1.85 | 9.37e-04 4.32e-04 1.85
CcT 2.02e-04 | 9.32e-05 1.86 | 2.02e-04 9.32e-05 1.86

5 RME 1.42e-03 | 4.40e-04 1.45 | 142e-03 4.40e-04 1.45
cT 3.07e-04 | 9.51e-05 1.45 | 3.07e-04 9.51e-05 1.45

. 6 RME 6.02e-04 1.14e-04 1.23 | 6.02e-04 1.14e-04 1.23
cT 1.33e-04 | 2.43e-05 1.22 | 1.33e-04 2.43e-05 1.22

7 RME 5.59e-04 | S5.424e-05 1.12 | 5.60e-04 5.43e-05 1.12
cT 1.21e-04 | 1.18e-05 1.1 1.21e-04 1.18e-05 1.1

8 RME 1.22e-03 Oe+00 0.84 | 1.22e-03 Oe+00 0.84

cT | 261e04 | 0e+00 | 083 | 261e04 | 0e+00 0.83

A=57



TABLE 19
SUMMARY OF RADIOLOGICAL CARCINOGENIC HUMAN
HEALTH RiSkS TO CURRENT RESIDENTS ESTIMATED IN THE BASELINE
RISK ASSESSMENT FROM THE SOIL AND VEGETATION PATHWAYS

o | RME ICR - RME ICR -
Rt | inciiesa otoman | RskRaton | Hemegrou
Ingestion_ Exposun Ingestion
3.6E-04
2 8.2E-06 6.3 7.18E-05 1.1 1E-7
3 0 - 0 - 0.00
4 1.1E-05 8.0 4.11E-04 1.9 0.00
5 7.96E-06 6.1 4.226-04 1.9 0.00
6 4.5E-06 3.9 9.92E-05 1.2 0.00
7 6.5E-06 5.1 3.75E-05 1.1 1E-7
L8 0 — 0 — 0.00

I (1) Background nisk for incidental soil ingestion for radionuclides was estimated at 1.SE-06
(2) Background risk from the BRA 4.T7TE-04




l TABLE 20

CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS ESTIMATED IN THE BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT
FOR CURRENT EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IN EXISTING RESIDENTIAL AREAS

—
Soil Ingestion, Inhalation of

Airborne Contaminants, and
Soil Ingestion and Inhalation of | Consumption of Homegrown

Airbome Contaminants Produce

Residential| Exposure |Estimated |Incremental| CR |Estimated | Incremental CR
Area Case CR CR Ratio CR _ CR Ratio

1 RME 2.25e-05 4.47e-06 1.25 | 9.17e-05 1.40e-05 1.18

CT 3.47e-06 7.62e-07 1.28 | 7.86e-06 1.37e-06 1.21

2 RME 9.12e-06 3.26e-06 1.56 1.51e-05 4.41e-06 1.41

cT 1.52e-06 5.86e-07 1.63 1.90e-06 6.59e-07 1.53

3 RME 1.96e-05 2.26e-06 1.13 | 8.55e-05 9.18e-06 1.12

CcT 2.97e-06 3.65e-07 1.14 | 7.15e-06 8.04e-07 1.13

4 RME 1.65e-05 3.00e-06 1.22 | 5.82e-05 5.36e-06 1.10

CT 1.87e-06 3.76e-07 1.25 | 3.6%e-06 4.74e-07 1.15

5 RME 2.34e-05 5.45e-06 1.30 1.04e-04 2.60e-05 1.33
. CT | 261e-06 | 4.85e-07 | 1.23 | 6.47e-06 | 1.09e-06 1.20
6 RME 2.32e-05 5.16e-06 1.29 | 9.65e-05 1.89e-05 1.24

CT 2.76e-06 3.82e-07 1.16 | 6.30e-06 6.72e-07 1.12

7 RME 1.89e-05 4.01e-06 1.27 | 6.80e-05 7.51e-06 1.12

CT 2.50e-06 4.49e-07 1.22 5.13e-06 5.83e-07 1.13

8 RME 2.33e-05 531e-06 1.29 | 9.94e-05 2.17e-05 1.28

CT 3.13e-06 4.91e-07 1.19 | 7.16e-06 8.85e-07 1.14

A-59
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‘ Table 21
HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR CURRENT EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IN EXISTING EXPOSURE AREAS

Soil Ingestion, Inhalation of

Airboarae Contaminanis, nnd

Soil Ingestion and Inhalution of Consumption of Homegrown

Airborne Contaminsnts Produce

ftesidential Exposure | Estimated JTncremental] HQ | Estimated [Incremental] 11Q
Area l.ocation Chemical Case 1HQ HQ Ratio HQ 1nQ Ratio

l Rowlands Dairy Arscnic RME 0.06 0.0l 1.17 0.35 0.05 1.17

CT 0.03 0.00 117 0.09 0.0l 1.17

Beryllium RME 0.00 000 1.0} 0.00 0.00 1.03

CcT 0.00 0.00 1.03 0.00 0.00 1.0}

Boron RMLC 0.00 0.00 238 093 0.54 2.38

CT 0.00 0.00 238 020 0.12 238
Cadmium’ RME 0.07 0.07 2793 1.27 1.23 21.93
CT 0.04 0.0} 27.93 0.32 031 271.93

Chramium{ VI) RMI: 0.01 0.0 9.22 0.01 0.01 Uy

cr 0.01 0.01 9.22 0.01 0.01 922

Fluoride RME 0.19 0.16 5.79 0.98 0.82 6.13

(o) 0.09 0.08 5.68 0.26 0.22 6.0l

Manganese ‘Mt 001 0.00 1.00 0.29 0.00 .00

cr 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.06 0.00 1.00

Nickel RML: 0.00 0.00 1.78 0.16 0.07 1.78

cr 0.00 0.00 1.78 0.04 0.02 1.78

Selenium RME 0.00 0.00 1.96 0.02 0.0t 1.96

CcT 0.00 0.00 1.96 0.0l 0.00 1.96

Vinadivm RML 0.04 0.03 2.1 0.14 009 27

cr 0.02 0.01 271 0.04 0.03 2.71

Zinc RME 0.00 0.00 4.10 048 0.36 4.10

CT 0.00 0.00 4.10 0.10 0.08 4.10

f 2 Rio Vista and Beryllium RME 0.00 0.00 1.24 0.00 0.00 1.24
Chubbock Rds. CcT 0.00 0.00 1.24 0.00 600 1.24

' Boron RME 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.35 2.00 1.00

CT 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.08 0.00 1.00

Cadmium’ RME 0.05 0.04 17.56 0.80 0.76 12.56
L Cr 0.02 0.02 17.56 020 0.19 17.56

Key at end of Table lof8 213090 15-12 als 4714797
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Key at end of Table

Table 21

HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR CURRENT EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IN EXISTING EXPOSURE AREAS

Soil Ingestion, Inhalation of

Airborne Contaminants, and

Soil Ingestion and Inhalation of Consumption of llomegrown

Airborne Contaminants Produce

Residential Lxposure | Estimated | Incremental 1Q | Cstimated [ Incremental] HQ
Arci L.ocation Chemical Cuse 1HQ HQ Ratio 1nQ HQ Ratio
Chromium(VI) RME 0.01 0.01 922 .01 001 922

Ccr 0.01 0.01 9.22 0.01 0.0l 9.22

Fluoride RML 0.10 0.06 294 0.46 0.30 2.88

CcT 0.0s 0.03 296 0.12 0.08 290

Manganese RME 0.0¢ 0.00 1.00 028 0.00 1.00

Ccr 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.06 0.00 1.00

Mcrcury RMI: 0.00 0.00 1.03 0.22 0.01 1.03

cr 0.00 0.00 1.03 0.05 0.00 1.03

Nickel RMLE 0.00 0.00 146 013 0.04 1.46

(o) 0.00 0.00 1.46 003 0.01 1.46

Silver RME 0.00 0.00 1.59 0.08 0.03 1.59

Ccr 0.00 0.00 1.59 0.02 0.01 1.59

Thalliui RME 0.01 0.00 1.71 0.02 0.01 1.71

CcT 0.01 0.00 1.71 0.01 0.00 1.1

Vanadium RML 0.03 0.0l 1.76 0.09 0.04 1.76

cr 001 0.01 1.76 0.0} 0.01 1.76

Zinc RME 0.00 0.00 112 0.6 0.25 3.12

CT 0.00 0.00 3.2 0.08 0.05 3.2

3 Trailer Court southecast  |Arsenic RME 0.06 0.01 1.13 0.34 0.04 1.13
of Philbin Rd. and 1-86 cT 003 0.00 113 0.09 0.0 KK
Berytium RMI: 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00

CT 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00

Boron RME 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.29 0.00 1.00

(o) 0.00 0.00 1.00 - 0.06 0.00 1.00

Cadmium® RME 0.01 0.01 2.90 0.13 0.09 2.90

cr 0.00 0.00 2.90 0.0 0.02 290

Chromium(V1) RMI: 0.00 0.00 321 0.00 0.00 3.21

lol8

213090 13-12 x5 /14197
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Table 21
HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR CURRENT EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IN EXISTING EXPOSURE AREAS

' Soit lngestion, Intia’ stion of

Airborne Contaminants, and

Soil Ingestion and Inhalation of Consumption of llomegrown

Airborne Contaminants Produce

Residential Lxposure | Estimated [ Incremental| 1IQ ™ | Lstimated TIncremental] T1Q
Area l.ocation Cheniical Case nQ nQ Ratio 1HQ HQ Ratio
CcY 0.00 0.00 32 0.00 0.00 321

Fluoride RME 0.04 0.00 111 0.18 002 1.09

CT 0.02 0.00 .11 0.05 0.00 1.10

Manganese RME 0.01 0.00 1.24 044 Q.08 V24

’ o) 0.0l 0.00 1.24 0.10 0.02 1.24

Mercury RME 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.18 0.00 t.00

cT 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.00 1.00

Nickel RME 0.00 0.00 1.16 0.10 00} 1.16

cT 0.00 0.00 1.16 0.02 0.00 1.16

Sclenium RME 0.00 0.00 1.03 0.01 0.00 1.03

CcT 0.00 0.00 1.03 0.00 0.00 1.03

Silver RME 0.00 0.00 1.49 0.08 0.03 1.49

CT 0.00 0.00 1.49 0.02 0.01 1 49

Vanadium RME 0.02 0.00 111 0.06 0.01 1.1t

(o} 0.0l 000 1.11 0.02 0.00 R

Zinc RME 0.00 0.00 148 0.17 0.06 1.48

CcT 0.00 0.00 1.48 0.04 0.01 1.48

4 Southwest of Siphon Arsenic RME 0.04 0.00 1.00 0.20 0 00 1.00
and Philbin Rds. CcT 0.03 0.00 1.00 0.10 0.00 1.00
Berylium RMT 0.00 0.00 1.49 000 000 1.49

cr 0.00 0.00 148 0.00 0.00 .48

Boron RME 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.38 0.00 1.00

Cr 0.00 0.00 1.00 0:16 0.00 1.00
Cadmium® RME 0.04 0.0 14.10 0.64 0.60 14.10

CcT 0.03 0.02 7.05 0.08 0.07 7.08

Chromium({Vl) RME 0.00 0.00 J.o4 0.00 0.00 3.04

CcT 0.00 0.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 J.04

Fluoride RME 0.05 0.02 1.65 0.28 0.12 1.73

Yof8

A

213090 15-12 als 4/14/97
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Table 21

HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR CURRENT EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IN EXISTING EXPOSURE AREAS

Sail Ingestion and tnhalation of

Soil Ingestion, Inhalation of
Airborne Contaminants, and
Consumption of l{omegrown

Airborne Contaminants Produce

Residentiol Exposurc [ Estimated | Incremental] Q| Estimated [Incremental] HQ
Arca Location Chewmical Case 1nqQ uQ Ratio 11Q 1nQ Ratio
CcT 0.06 0.01 1.31 0.16 0.04 1.3

Manganese RME 0.01 001 1.61 0.57 022 1.6t

CT 0.02 0.00 128 0.30 0.07 128

Mcrcury RMC 0.00 0.00 1.03 0.22 00! 1.0

Ccr 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.09 0.00 1.00

Nickel RME 0.00 0.00 131 0.12 0.03 1.31

CT 0.00 0.00 1.16 0.07 0.0t 1.16

Selenium RMLE 0.00 0.00 1.00 001 0.00 1.00

Ccr 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00

Silver RME 0.00 0.00 117 0.06 0.01 1.17

CcT 0.00 000 1.00 0.03 0.00 1.00

Thaltium RMEC 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.00 1.00

CcT 0.0t 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.00 1.00

Vanadium RME 0.03 0.01 1.79 0.09 0.04 1.79

- CT 0.03 0.01 1.31 0.06 0.01 1.31

Zinc RME 0.00 0.00 2.58 0.30 0.18 2.58

(o) 0.00 0.00 2.08 0.16 0.08 208

5 East and West of Rio Antimony RME 0.14 0.11 197 13 248 397
Vista Rd. 3etween CcT 0.07 0.05 397 0.74 055 397
Siphon and Tyhee Rds. |Arsenk RME 0.07 0.02 1.37 0.41 0.11 1.37
Ccr 0.09 0.01 1.08 0.25 0.02 1.08

Beryllium RML 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 100

Ccr 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00

Boron RML 0.00 0.00 1.10 0.43 0.04 110

() 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.16 0.00 1.00

Cadmium" RML 0.01 0.01 13 0.15 0.11 3

cr 0.01 0.00 2.56 003 0.02 2.56

Chromiuny V1) RME 0.00 0.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 3.04

4of8B
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Table 21

HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR CURRENT EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IN EXISTING EXPOSURE AREAS

Soil Ingestion und Inhalation of

Soil tngestion, Inhalation of
Airborne Contaminants, and
Consumption of HHomegrown

Alrborne Contaminants Produce

Residential Exposurc [ Estimated | Incremental | 11Q Estimated TIncremental]  11Q
Area l Location Chemical Case HQ 11Q Ratio nQ HQ Ratio
CT 0.00 0.00 3.04 000 0.00 3104

Tluoride RME 0.03 0.00 1.04 017 0.0l 1.03

cT 0.04 0.00 1.00 0.12 0.00 1.00

Manganesc RME 0.01 0.00 1.26 0.44 0.09 1.26

i CT 0.02 0.00 1.20 0.28 0.05 120

Mcrcury RME 0.00 0.00 128 0.27 0.06 1.28

CT 0.00 0.00 1.07 0.10 0.01 1.07

Nickel RMIL 0.00 0.00 115 0.10 0.0l 1.t5

(o) 0.00 0.00 1.07 0.04 0.00 107

Sclenium RME 0.00 0.00 1.23 0.01 0.00 1.23

Ct Q.00 000 LI B 001 0.00 1.15

Silver RME 0.00 0.00 149 0.08 0.03 1.49

CcT 000 0.00 .11 004 0.00 1.1

Thallium RME 0.01 0.00 L 0.0\ 0.00 1

CT 0.01 0.00 t.00 0.01 0.00 100

Vanadium RME 0.02 0.00 1.00 0.05 0.00 1.00

cr 0.02 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.00 1.00

Zinc RML 0.00 0.00 1.66 0.19 0.08 1.66

CT 0.00 0.00 1.52 0.12 0.04 1.52

6 Between Weaver Rd. Antimmony RME 0.10 0.07 2.89 241 1.57 2.89
and the Portneul River cr 0.09 0.06 2.73 1.02 0.64 273
Arsenic RME 0.07 0.0% 1.22 0.36 0.06 1.22

CT 0.07 0.00 1.00 022 0.00 (.00

Besyllium RME 0.00 0.00 1.38 0.00 0.00 1.38

CT 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 .00

Boron RME 0.00 0.00 125 0.49 0.10 125

Ccr 0.00 0.00 1.00 021 0.00 Lo

Cadmium® RME 0.04 0.04 16.59 0.76 071 16.59

CT 0.04 0.04 10.51 0.12 0.11 §0.51

Sal8

~
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Table 2]

HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR CURRENT EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IN EXISTING EXPOSURE AREAS

Soil Ingestion und Inhalation of

Soil Ingestion, Inhalation of
Airborne Contaminants, and

Consumpiion of llomegrown

Airborne Contaminants Produce

Residential Exposurc | Estimated | Incremental] 1HQ | Estimated | lncremental] 1Q
Arca Location Chemical Cuse HQ 1Q Ratio nQ HQ Ratio
Chromium(V1) RME 0.00 0.00 1.04 b.00 0.00 J o4

CcT 0.00 0.00 304 0.00 0.00 304

l Fluoride RME 0.08 0.05 2.58 0.45 029 2.79
(o) 0.08 0.0) 180 023 0.10 1.83

Manganese RME 0.02 001 1.83 0.65 029 1.83

CT 0.02 0.0t 1.40 013 0.09 1.40

Mcrcury RMLEE 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.18 0.00 1.00

cr 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.1l 0.00 1.00

Nickel RME 0.00 0.00 1.29 0.12 0.0} 1.29

Cct 0.00 0.00 1.24 0.07 0.0t 1.24

Sclenium RME 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.00 1.00

cr 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00

Sitver HME 0.00 0.00 }.70 009 0.04 170

cr 0.00 0.00 1.28 0.04 0.01 1.28

‘Thallium RMI: 0.0l 0.00 1.71 0.02 0.01 1.71

cT 0.01 0.00 1.48 0.01 0.00 1.48

Vanadiom RMI 0.0 0.0t 1.81 0.09 0.04 1.81

cr 0.0} 0.01 1.43 0.07 0.02 143

Zinc RME 0.00 0.00 3.06 0.36 0.24 3.06

Ccr 0.00 0.00 236 0.18 0.10 2.36

7 Southwest of Siphon Alsenic RMLE 0.06 0.01 {.10 0.33 0.03 1.10
Rd. and Tahgee Canal ct 0.07 0.00 1.00 0.19 0.00 1.00
Transect Besyllium RME 0.00 0.00 1.72 0.00 0.00 1.72

cT 0.00 0.00 1.23 ©0.00 0.00 1.23

Boion RME 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.30 0.00 1.00

Cr 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.13 0.00 1.00

Cudimium” RMI 0.02 0.02 8.02 037 0.32 802

cr 0.02 002 5.02 0.06 0.05 5.02

6of8
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Table 21

HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR CURRENT EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IN EXISTING EXPOSURE AREAS

Soil Ingestion and Inhalation of

Soil Ingestion, Inhalation of
Airborne Contaminants, and
Consumption of llomegrown

Airborne Contaminants Produce

Residential Exposure | Estimated | Incremental] TIQ | Estimated [Incremental] THQ
Arca Location Chemical Case 11Q HQ Ratio HQ nQ Ratio
Chromium(VI) RME 0.00 0.00 1.04 b.00 0.00 3.04

Ccr 0.00 0.00 3104 0.00 0.00 3.04

Fluoride RME 0.04 0.0} 1.18 019 0.03 1.19

CT 0.04 0.00 1.00 011 0.00 100

Mangancse RME 0.01 0.01 .57 0.55 0.20 1.57

Ccr 0.02 0.01 1.52 0.13S 0.12 1.52

Mcrcury RML 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.16 0.00 1.00

CT 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.06 0.00 1.00

Nickel {MI: 0.00 0.00 1.28 0.1 003 128

cr 0.00 0.00 1.09 0.07 0.0l 1.09

Selenium ML: 0.00 0.00 1.07 0.0l 0.00 1.07

CT 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00

‘ Silver RME 0.00 0.00 117 0.06 001 117
CcT 0.00 0.00 1.00 003 0.00 1.00

Thallium M 0.01 0.00 1.19 0.0l 0.00 1.19

Cr 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.00 1.00

Vanadium RME 0.02 0.00 1.14 0.06 0.0l 1.14

CT 0.02 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.00 1.00

7.inc {KML: 0.00 0.00 1.90 022 011 1.90

cr 0.00 0.00 1.69 013 0.05 1.6Y

8 Michaud Creck Arsenic RMLC 0.07 0.02 1.28 0.38 0.08 1.28
CT 0.08 0.00 106 025 0.0l 1.06

Deryllium RME 0.00 0.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 1.17

ct 0.00 0.00 b 16 0.00 000 1.16

Boron RML: 0.00 0.00 1.6t 0.6] 0.24 1.6l

cr 0.00 0.00 1.55 0.40 0.14 155

Cadmium" RME 0.02 0.02 7.19 0.33 028 7.9

cr 0.02 0.02 5.44 0.06 0.05 5.44

Tol8
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Key at end of Table

o
Table 21
HHAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR CURRENT EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IN EXISTING EXPOSURE AREAS
Soil Ingestion, Inhalation of
Airborne Contaminants, and
Soil Ingestion and Inhalation of Consumption of Homegrown
Airborne Contaminants Produce
Residential Exposure [ Estimated | Incremental] HQ Estimated [Incremental] HQ
Area Location Chemical Case HQ HQ Ratio 1Q HQ Ratlo
Chromium(V1) RME 0.00 0.00 449 0.00 0.00 449
CT 0.00 0.00 4.49 0.00 0.00 449
Fluoride RME 0.05 0.02 1.47 0.24 0.08 1.49
CT 0.06 0.01 1.32 0.16 0.04 1.33
Mangancse RME 0.01 0.00 1.41 0.50 0.14 1.41
CT 0.02 0.00 1.26 0.29 0.06 1.26
Mercury RML: 0.01 0.01 71.96 1.68 1.47 1.96
CT 0.01 0.01 5.56 051 0.42 5.56
Nickel RME 0.00 0.00 1.32 0.12 0.0) 1.32
cr 0.00 0.00 1.27 0.08 0.02 1.27
Thallium RME 0.02 0.01 222 0.02 0.01 222
CT 0.02 0.01 2.08 0.02 0.01 208
Vanadium RME 0.02 0.00 1.10 0.06 0.01 1.10
cr 0.02 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.00 1.00
Zinc RME 0.00 0.00 2.02 023 012 2.02
CcT 0.00 0.00 1.81 0.14 0.06 1.81

a: The HQs for cadinium that include consumplion of homegrown produce rellect the revised homegrown produce consumiption rates
described in the Addendum to Appendix E.
1
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TABLE 22
REVISED HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR CADMIUM EXPOSURE THROUGH
COMSUMPTION OF HOMEGROWN PRODUCE
Residential Location Cadmium Percentile Estimated Incremental
Area Concentration HQ HQ
in Soil
(mg/kg)
1 Rowlands Dairy 20.2 50th 0.285 0.275
95th 1.20 1.16
2 Rio Vista and 12.7 50th 0.179 0.169
Chubbock Rds.
95th 0.754 0.711
3 Trailer Cournt SE of 2.1 50th 0.030 0.019
Philbin Rd. and [-86
95th 0.125 0.082
4 Southwest of Siphon 5.1 50th 0.072 0.062
and Philbin Rds.
10.2 95th 0.606 0.563
5 East and West of Rio 1.85 50th 0.026 0.016
Vista Rd. Between
Siphon and Tyhee Rds. 24 95th 0.143 0.100
6 Between Weaver Rd. 7.6 50th 0.107 0.097
and the Portneuf River
12.0 95th 0.713 0.670
7 Southwest of Siphon 213 50th 0.030 0.020
Rd. and Taghee Canal
Transect 3.6 95th 0214 0.171
8 Michaud Creek 393 50th 0.055 0.045
52 95th 0.309 0.266
Sail EMF Study Area on 50th 0.010 0.000
Background
95th 0.043 0.000

C




TABLE 23
SUMMARY OF CHEMICAL CARCINOGENIC
. HUMAN HEALTH RISKS TO CURRENT RESIDENTS ESTIMATED IN THE
BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT FOR THE INHALATION PATHWAY

Air
Sampling ICR® Risk Ratio?® Constituents Driving Risk
Station

1 AMS-1 2.24E-06 2.5 'Arsenic, cadmium, chromium
VD)

2 AMS-1 2.24E-06 25 Arsenic, cadmium, chromium
VD)

3 AMS4 7.22E-07 1.5 Ars nic

4 AMS-3 8.99E-07 1.6 Arsenic, cadmium

5 AMS-3 8.99E-07 1.6 Arsenic, cadmium

6 AMS-3 8.99E-07 1.6 Arsenic, cadmium

7 AMS-3 8.99E-07 1.6 Arsenic, cadmium

8 AMS-5 1.1E-06 1.7 Cadmium

. (1) Based on informarion presented in the BRA (Table K-19)
(2) The background risk, estimated from Air Monitoring Station 6 is 1.5E-6
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Sampling

3.8E-6

TABLE 24
SUMMARY OF RADIOLOGICAL CARCINOGENIC
HUMAN HEALTH RISKS TO CURRENT RESIDENTS ESTIMATED IN THE

BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT FOR THE INHALATION PATHWAY

= —“—-'

Risk Ratio™

Constituents Driving Risk

1.1 Po-210
2 AMS-1 3.8E-6 1.1 Po-210
3 AMS4 2.8E-6 1.1 Po-210,Pb-210
4 AMS-3 1.0E-5 1.35 Po-210,Pb-210
5 AMS-3 1.0E-5 1.25 Po-210,Pb-210
6 AMS-3 1.0E-5 1.35 Po-210,Pb-210
7 AMS-3 1.0E-5 1.35 Po-210,Pb-210

oo

! AMS-5 1.0E-§ 1.35 Po-210.Pb-210

(1) The background risk, estimated from Air Monitoring Station 6 is 2.8E-5

A-70
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Table 25

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS FOR WORKERS AT THE FMC FACILITY"

Estimated Background Incremental EPIBksd % by COPCs Driving
Receptor Scenario Cancer Risk Cancer Risk Cancer Risk Ratio Pathway Risk

+MC Slag Pile Ingestion of Soil 1.02¢-05 1.84¢-06 8.32¢-06 5.53 58.19 | As, Be

Warkers
Inhalation of Airbome 6.59¢-06 6.07¢-07 5.98¢-06 10.85 41.81 | Cd, C(VD), As
Contaminants
Total Receptor 1.67¢-05 2.44¢-06 1.43¢-05 6.85 100.00 | As, Cd. Be H

FMC Pond Ingestion of Soil 7.22¢-06 1.23¢-06 5.99¢-06 5.88 61.91 | Be, As .

Workers

|| Inhalation of Airbome 4.06¢-06 3.74¢-07 3.69¢-06 10.85 38.09 | Cd, Cr(VI), As _

Contaminants ;
Total Receptor 1.13¢-05 1.60e-06 9.68¢-06 7.04 100.00 | Be, Cd, As F

FMC Maintenance Ingestion of Soil 6.48¢-06 1.10¢-06 $.38¢-06 5.88 7500 | Be, As

Workers

H Inhalation of Airbomne 1.98¢-06 1.82¢-07 1.79¢-06 10.85 25.00 | Cd, Cr(VI), As

Contaminants |
Total Receptor 8.46¢-06 1.28¢-06 7.18¢-06 6.59 100.00 | Be, As, Cd

FMC Contract Ingestion of Soil 2.16¢-06 3.67¢-07 1.79¢-06 5.88 75.00 | Be, As

Workers
Inhalation of Airbome 6.59¢-07 6.07¢-08 5.98¢-07 10.85 25.00 | Cd, Ci(Vvi), As
Contaminants il
Total Receptor 2.82¢-06 4.28¢-07 2.39¢-06 6.59 100.00 | Be, As, Cd “
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Table 25

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS FOR WORKERS AT THE FMC FACILITY"

Estimated Background Incremental EP/Bkgd Y by COPCs Driving
Receptor Scenarlo Cancer Risk Cancer Risk Cancer Risk Ratio Pathway Risk
Future Site Worker } Ingestion of Sail - 1.08¢-05 1.84¢-06 8.97¢-06 5.88 1.46 | Be, As
1
Ingestion of Groundwater 6.83¢c-04 8.26¢-05 6.01c-04 8.27 91.57 | As
Inhalation of Airbome 6.59¢-06 6.07¢-07 5.98¢-06 10.85 097 ] Cd,Cr(VD), As
Contaminants
( Total Receplor 7.00e-04 8.50¢-05 6.16¢-04 8.24 10000 | As

a \ ’
Sce Table K-5 in Appendix K for a complele summary of results.
Exposure point concentration to background concentration ratio.
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Table 2¢

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS FOR WORKERS AT THE SIMPLOT FACILITY*

: Estimated Background | Incremental | EP/Bkgd % by COPCs Driving
Receptor Scenario Cancer Risk | Cancer Risk | Cancer Risk Ratio Scenario Risk
I Simplot Gypstack Worker Ingestion of Soil or 1.36¢-06 1.84¢-06 0 0.74 0] As j
Solids
Inhalation of Airborne 6.59¢-06 6.07¢-07 5.98¢-06 10.85 100.00 | Cd, Cr(V]), As
Contaminants
Total Receptor 7.94¢-06 2.44¢-06 6.64¢-06 3.25 100.00 } Cd, Cr(VI), As, Be
Simplot Maintenance Worker Ingestion of Soil or 4.14¢-06 1.10c-06 3.04c-06 3.76 62.88 | Be, As
: Solids
Inhalation of Airtbome 1.98¢-06 1.82¢-07 1.79¢-06 10.85 37.12 | Cd, Cr(VI), As
Conlaminants
[ Tolal Receplor 6.12¢-06 1.28¢-06 4.83c-06 4.76 100.00 | Bc, As, Cd
Future Site Worker Ingestion of Soil or 6.90¢-06 1.84¢-06 5.06¢-06 3.76 0.30 | Be, As
Solids
Ingestion of 1.77¢-03 8.26¢-05 1.69¢-03 21.42 99.35 | As
Groundwater.
Inhalation of Airbomne 6.59¢-06 6.07¢-07 5.98¢c-06 10.85 0.35 | Cd, Cr(VI), As
Contaminants
Tolal Receptor 1.78¢-03 8.50¢-05 1.70¢-03 20.96 100.00 | As

a gee Table K-8 in Appendix K for a complete summary of results.
b Exposure point concentration to background concentration ratio.

.-.m_mmmm
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Table 27

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL RADIOLOGICAL CANCER RISKS FOR WORKERS AT THE FMC FACILITY"

Estimated Background Incremental EP/Bkid % by COPCs Driving
Receptor Scenario Cancer Risk | Cancer Risk | Cancer Risk Ratio Scenario Risk
+MC Slag Pile Workers Ingestion of Soil 1.99¢-03 1.99¢-06 1.79¢-05 9.99 2.11 | Pb-210, Ra-226
FMC Slag Pile Workers Inhalation of Airbome 3.00¢-05 9.60¢-06 2.04¢-05 3 240 | Po-210
| Conlaminants
FMC Slag Pile Workers External Gamma Radiation 1.05¢-03 2.44¢-04 8.09¢-04 907 95.49 | ExtRad
-] Exposurc
FMC Slag Pile Warkers " | Receptor Total 1.10¢-03 2.56¢-04 8.47¢-04 4.32 100.00 | Ext Rad
L *MC Pond Workers Ingestion of Soil 1.10c-05 1.30¢-06 9.70¢-06 8.44 1.55 | Pb-210, Ra-226 "
FMC Pond Workers Inhalation of Airborne 1.85¢-05 5.92¢-06 1.26¢-05 312 2.00 | Po-210
Contaminants
FMC Pond Workers External Gamma Radiation . 8.97¢-04 2.92¢-04 6.05¢-04 4.6) 96.45 ] Ext Rad
Exposure
FMC Pond Warkers Receptor Total 9.27¢-04 2.99¢-04 6.27¢-04 jio 100.00 | Ext Rad II
FMC Maintenance Ingestion of Soil 9.89¢-06 1.17¢-06 8.72¢-06 8.44 3.04 | I'b-210, Ra-226
Workers
¥MC Maintenance Inhalation of Airbome 8.99¢-06 2 88¢-06 6.11e-06 3n 2.13 | Po-210
Workers Contaminants
FMC Maintenance External Gamma Radiation 4.03¢-04 1.31e-04 2.72¢-04 4.63 94.83 | Ext Rad
Workers Exposure
FMC Maintenance Receptor Total 4.22¢-04 1.35¢-04 2.87¢-04 312 100.00 | ExtRad
Workers
l FMC Contract Workers Ingestion of Soil 3.30¢-06 3.90¢-07 2.91¢-06 8.44 3.04 | Pb-210, Ra-226
FMC Contract Workers Inhalation of Airborne 3.00e-06 9.60c-07 2.04¢-06 312 213

Contaminants

Po-210 ||

Key at end of table.

/N
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Table 27

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL RADIOLOGICAL CANCER RISKS FOR WORKERS AT THE FMC FACILITY"

Estimated Background Incremental EP/Bk‘d % by COPCs Driving
Receptor Scenario Cancer Risk Cancer Risk | Cancer Risk Ratio Scenario Risk
FMC Contract Workers External Gamma Radiation 1.34¢-04 4.37¢-05 9.06¢-05 4.63 94.8) | ExtRad
' Exposure
FMC Contract Workers Receptor Totat 1.41¢-04 4.51¢c-05 9.55¢-05 312 100.00 | ExtRad
Future Site Worker Ingestion of Groundwater 2.35¢-05 7.87¢-06 1.56¢-05 14.91 0.28 | Pb-210, Ra-226
Future Site Worker Ingestion of Soil 1.65¢-05 1.95¢-06 1.45¢-05 8.44 0.26 | Pb-210, Ra-226 l
Future Site Worker Inhalation of Airbome 5.17¢-03 6.15¢-04 4.55¢-03 8.40 81.93 | Rn-222
Contaminants
Future Site Worker Inhalation of Airbome 3.00c-03 9.60¢-06 2.04¢-05 32 037 § Po-210
Contaminants
Future Sitc Worker External Gamma Radiation 1.41c-03 4.60¢-04 9.53¢c-04 4.63 17.16 | Ext Rad
Exposure
Future Site Worker Receptor Total 6.65¢-03 1.09¢-03 5.56¢-0) 6.07 100.00 | Rn-222, Ext Rad H

a Sce Table K-6 in Appendix K for a complete summary of results.
Exposure point concentration to background concentration ratio.

Key:

COPCs = Contaminants of potential concem.
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Table 28

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL RADIOLOGICAL CANCER RISKS FOR WORKERS AT THE SIMPLOT FACILITY®

Estimated Background Incremental EP/Bksd % by COPCs
Receptor Scenario Cancer Risk Cancer Risk Cancer Risk Ratio Scenario Driving Risk
Simplot Gypstack Worker | Ingestion of Soil 9.25¢-06 1.95¢-06 7.30¢-06 474 1.37 | Ph-210, Ra-226
Simplot Gypstack Worker | Inhalation of Airborne Contaminants 3.00¢-05 9.60¢-06 2.04¢-05 3n 3182 | Po-210
Simplot Gypstack Worker | External Gamma Radiation Exposure 7.49¢-04 2.44¢-04 5.05¢-04 4.6} 9481 | ExtRad
Simplot Gypstack Worker Receptor Total 7.88¢-04 2.55¢-04 5.33c-04 3.09 100.00 | Ext Rad
Simplot Maintenance Ingestion of Soil 8.82¢-06 1.17¢-06 7.65¢-06 - 153 5.09 | Pb-210, Ra-226 I
Waorker
Simplot Maintenance Inhalation of Airbome Contaminants 8.99¢-06 2.88¢-06 6.11¢c-06 1n 4.07 | Po-210
Waorker
Simplot Maintenance External Gamma Radiation Exposure 2.68¢c-04 1.31c-04 1.36¢-04 2.82 90.84 | Ext Rad
Worker
Simplot Maintenance Receptor Total 2.85¢-04 1.35¢-04 -I .50¢-04 211 100.00 | Ext Rad
Waorker 1
Future Site Worker Ingestion of Soil 1.47¢-05 1.95¢-06 1.27¢-05 7.53 0.27 | Pb-210, Ra-226 "
" Future Site Worker Inhalation of Airborne Contaminants 4.63¢-03 6.15¢-04 4.0le-0} 7.52 85.72 1 Rn-222 “
Fulure Site Worker Ingestion of Groundwater 1.63¢-04 6.82¢-06 1.57¢-04 2095 335 1 Pb-210 “
Future Site Worker Inhalation of Airborne Contaminants 3.00¢-05 9.60¢-06 2.04¢-05 312 0.44 | Po-210
Future Site Worker F.xtemal Gamma Radiation Exposure 9.39¢-04 4.60c-04 4.79¢-04 2.82 10.23 | Ext Rad
Future Site Worker Receptor Total 5.77¢-03 1.09¢-03 4.68¢-03 5.28 100.00 | Rn-222
Ilble 5-9 (Cont.)
See Table K-9 in Appendix K for a complete summary of results.
Exposure point concentration to background concentration ratio.
Key:
COPCs = Contaminants of potential concern.

O
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Table 29

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS FOR WORKERS AT THE FMC
FACILITY - CHEMICALS WITH MAXIMUM OVERALL HAZARD QUOTIENTS EXCEEDING

ll
Estimated Background | Incremental
Hazard Hazard Hazard EP/Bkgd
Receptor Chemical Scenario Quotient Quotient Quotient Ratio
Future Site Worker Arsenic Groundwater Ingestion 149 0.39 310 9.02
“ Future Site Worker Manganese | Groundwater Ingestion 4.64 0.01 463 608.19

a
See Table K-4 in Appendix K for a complete summary of results.
Exposure point concentration to background concentration ratio.
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Table 30

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS FOR WORKERS AT THE SIMPLOT FACILITY -
CHEMICALS WITH MAXIMUM OVERALL HAZARD QUOTIENTS EXCEEDING 1*

Estimated Background
Hazard Hazard Incremental EPIBk‘d
Receptor Chemical Scenario Quotient Quotient Hazard Quotient Ratio
“Tulurc Site Worker Arsenic Groundwater Ingestion 895 0.1865 8.57 23.16
|ﬁulurc Site.Worker Fluoride Groundwaler Ingestion 14.51 0.0697 14.44 20834
Future Site Worker | Manganese Groundwaler Ingestion 1.32 0.0076 1.31 172.54
Future Site Worker Vanadium Groundwater Ingestion 1.28 0.0048 1.27 26497 "

a See Table K-7 in Appendix K for a complete summary of results.
b Exposure point concentration to background concentration ratio. |




TABLE 31

Measured Air Concentrations of PM,, and TSP

T ————

e ———  ——
Concentrartions in pg/m’

A-79

Site 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Maximu 79.5 150.7 67.4 72.7 90.8 1056 118.5
m

PM,, | Average 30.2 56.5 21.3 23.0 18.5 19.8 20.9
Minimum 4.1 6.6 1.5 2.1 0.2 0.2 0.6
Maximu | 218.7 442.6 261.1 161.3 167.8 2930 176.4
m

TSP | Average 60.3 137.1 50.5 46.2 33.0 32.0 26.3
Minimum 15.0 27.5 5.5 5.5 1.5 2.3 0.5

—

e
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Page 1 of 2

HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR PLANTS IN SAGEBRUSH STEPPE

HQ |
Sagebrush Steppe Habitat
Sagebrush (washed) Cadmium | Ferry Butte" 0.34 5 0.07
Michaua Flats 1.24 5 0.25
Bannock Hills SW 0.86 5 0.17
Fluoride Ferry Bune? NA 50 NA
Michaud Flats NA 50 NA
Bannock Hills SW NA 50 NA
Zinc Ferry Bune" 28 150 0.19
Michaud Flats 378 150 0.25
Bannock Hills SW 28 150 0.19
Sagebrush (unwashed) | Cadmium | Ferry Bune? 035 5 0.07
Michaud Flats 1.42 5 0.28
Bannock Hills SW 1.06 b} 0.21
Fluoride Ferry Butte® 12.1 50
Michaud Flats 60.8 50
Bannock Hills SW 85.7 50
Zinc Ferry Bune" 33.9 150 0.23
Michaud Flats 414 150 0.28
Bannock Hills SW 336 150 0.22
Thickspike wheatgrass | Cadmium | Ferry Bune® 0.27 5 0.05
Michaud Flats 0.51 5 0.10
Bannock Hills SW 0.65 5 0.13
Fluoride Ferry Butte® 12.2 50 0.24
Michaud Flats 38.1 50 0.76
Bannock Hills SW 2.9 50 17‘]'

Key at end of wable.
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Table 33

HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR PLANTS IN SAGEBRUSH STEPPE
AND RIPARIAN HABITATS

, Messurement
|__Endpoint Species | Chemieat | L.
Zinc Ferry Bunte” 9.05 150 0.06
Michaud Flats 12.5 150 0.08
) Bannock Hills SW 13.4 150 0.09
Riparian Habitat
Russian olive Cadmium Snake River® 0.1 ] l _ 0.02
Portmeuf River 0.25 5 0.05
Fluoride Snake River" 11.9 50 0.24
Portneuf River 12.0 50 0.24
Zinc Snake River® 8 150 0.05
Portneuf River 11.3 150 0.08
Lm= e = 1 = ]
* a
. Background location.
Key:

EE = Estimated exposure.

HQ = Hazard quotient.
TRV = Toxicity reference value.
= HQ>1, potential risk identified.
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Table 34

HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR MAMMALS IN SAGEBRUSH STEPPE

HABITAT

e e e ]
Measurement
Endpoint EE pat TRY
Chemical Location (mg/kg/d) (mg/kg/d) HQ Diet % | Soil %A
Coyote Cadmium | Ferry Bune" 0.01 0.16 0.06 — —
Michaud Flats 0.035 0.16 0.22 — —
Bannock Hills SW 0.06 016 0.38 — —
Fluoride | Ferry Bune® 0.625 5.38 0.12 — —
Michaud Flats 6.6 5.38 1 711% | 289%
Bannock Hills SW 7.61 5.38 81.9% | 18.1%
Zinc Ferry Bune" 1.89 48 0.04 — —
Michaud Flats 1.89 48 0.04 — —
Bannock Hills SW 2.04 48 0.04 — —
Deer mouse Cadmium | Ferry Bune® 0.051 1.42 0.04 — —
Michaud Flats 0.203 1.42 0.14 — —
Bannock Hills SW 0.223 1.42 0.16 — —
Fluoride Ferry Bute® 33 46.3 0.07 —_ —
Michaud Flats 14.5 46.3 0.31 _ -
Bannock Hills SW 19.7 463 0.43 — -
Zinc Ferry Bune" 2.6 408 0.01 — —
Michaud Flats 373 408 0.01 —_ -
Bannock Hills SW 39 408 0.01 - —_
Mule deer .| Cadmium | Ferry Bune? 0.0045 0.09 0.05 —_ —
Michaud Flats 0.022 0.09 0.24 — —
Bannock Hills SW 0.02 0.09 0.22 — —
Fluoride | Ferry Bune 0.255" 2.94 0.09 — —
Michaud Flats 1.28 2.94 0.44 - —
Bannock Hills SW 1.52 2.94 0.52 — —
Zinc Ferrv Bunte" 0372 25.6 0.01 — —
Michaud Flats 0.488 256 0.02 — —

Key at end of table.
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Messurement
Endpolnt

{mg/kg/d) HQ,,,, Diet % | Soil %

- sumockpinssw | oso [ ase ] o[ ] -]

a
Background location.

Key:

EE ;01 = Estimated exposure.
HQ,p0; = Hazard quotient.
TRV = Toxicity reference value.
— = Not caicuiated.
il = HQ>l, potential risk identified.
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Table 35
HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR BIRDS IN SAGEBRUSH STEPPE
s et o, RIPARIAN HABITATS I
Measurement - .
Endpoint EE, TRY
___Species | Chemical Location | (mg/kg/d) | (mgke/d) | HQuy | Diet% | Soil %
Sagebrush Steppe Habitat
Homed lark Cadmium Ferry Bune® 0.069 484 0.01 — —
Michaud Flats 0.247 4.84 0.05 —_— —_
Bannock Hills SW 0.303 484 0.06 — —
Fluoride Ferry Bune® 43 14.9 0.32 — —
Michaud Flats 199 1 463% | s37%
Bannock Hills SW 28.7 73.2% | 26.8%
Zinc Ferry Bune* 2.47 100 0.02 — —
| Michaud Flats 391 100 0.04 — —
Bannock Hills SW 461 100 0.05 — -
Red-tailed hawk | Cadmium Ferry Bune® 0.013 1.49 0.01 — —
Michaud Flats 0.045 1.49 0.03 — —
Bannock Hills SW 0.078 1.49 0.05 — —
Fluoride Ferry Bune® 0.819 437 _ —
Michaud Flats 8.64 437 71.1% | 28.9%
Bannock Hills SW 9.97 437 81.8% | 18.2%
Zinc Ferry Bune® 2.48 309 0.08 — —
Michaud Flats 2.47 30.9 0.08 — —
Bannock Hills SW 2.67 309 0.09 — —_
Sage grouse Cadmium Ferry Bune® 0.017 1.13 0.02 — —
Michaud Flats 0.148 1.13 0.13 — —
Bannock Hills SW 0.156 1.13 0.14 — —
Fluoride Ferry Bune® 1.9 3.28 0.58 — —
Michaud Flats 10.8 3.28 329 | 216% | 78.4%
Bannock Hills SW 9.72 328 | 296 | 377 | 623%

Key at end of table.
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Table 35

HAZARD QUOTIENTS FOR BIRDS IN SAGEBRUSH STEPPE
AND RIPARIAN HABITATS

e A A A A
Measurement
Endpoint EE;pa; TRY
i Chemical tion (mg/kg/d) (mg/kg/d) o1 Diet % | Soil %
Zinc Ferrv Bunte® 1.39 234 0.06 — —
Michaud Flats 2.14 23.4 0.09 — —
Bannock Hills SW 2.29 23.4 0.10 — —
Riparian Habitat
Cedar waxwing | Cadmium Snake River® 0.025 4.79 0.01 — —
Pormeuf River 0.131 4.79 0.03 — —_
Fluoride Snake River" 4.08 13.9 0.29 — —
Pormeuf River 11.69 13.9 0.84 — —
Zinc Snake River" 2.02 9 0.02 — —
. Portneuf River 3.37 99 0.03 _ —_— Il
‘ 3 Background location.

Key:

EE,p = Estimated exposure.
HQoqy = Hazard quotient.
TRV = Toxicity reference value.
— = Not calculated.

BN -  HQ>!. porential risk identified.
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TABLE 37 -

EMF SITE ECOLOGICAL RISK BASED AND MAXIMUM
CONCENTRATION OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN AT
SPRINGS

Substance of Units Maximum Detected | EPA Freshwater
Concemn Concentration Chronic Criteria*
Mercury (total) mg/1 .0004 .000012
Selenium (total) mg/l .01 .00S
Silver mg/1 .004 .00012
Vanadium mg/l .09 .033°

Key:

* From U.S. EPA 1986, 1994. Hardness dependent water quality criteria calculated on a water
hardness of 240.RBCs for groundwater based on drinking water-and watering homegrown

produce. RBC value based on cancer risk of 10 or HQ=1. C

® Derived Freshwater Chronic Criteria - See Risk Assessment

o

A-86




American
Falls Dam

Y ()

¥
&
Cy

Reference: USGS Idaho Fafts and Pocatelio Tmi: Maps, 1962 - 1:250,000 seres

« Batiste Spring

P
\JS)
J\-
go¥l !
Spensen Read
Sprimg
[ Chubbuck
POCATELLO

EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS
POCATELLO, IDAHO

FEASIBILITY STUDY

MAJOR SURFACE WATER
FEATURES IN THE REGION

e

I ricure \



\avsmm- \.

3153800
svm"'-”"’

S
+.

Meal

J315-38

Legena

Piase | soll sample locston and designation

Prase 2 3ol sample location and dasignason

EMF Property Uines
N
Q 3000 6000 FEEY
] 500 1000 1500 METERS
BECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.

Sam fRanCISCO

EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS
e POCATELLO, IDAHO

Sarface Sold Sample Locations




Key to Cadmium (mg/kg)

. 100
' 50
.. 5
1.9
Ny -

/

EXPLANATION:

[ ] Sample L ocation

— - —

-
P
7 EMF Property Boundary

/

0 2500 S000 ft

)

BECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.

SANTFRAANCISCO

EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS
POCATELLO, IDAHO

Cadmium Concentrations in
Surface Soils

Rev

@ 2o% Mot Ovgwnng No
21372 FIGURE 17




ZXPLANATION:

@ Sample Location

- - -

/ - E/MF Property Boundary
/
/
N
\ 0 2500 5000 R
Key to Fluoride (mg/kg) —— |
| 6000
1 200 BECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
600 sanFRANCISCO
300 . EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS

POCATELLO, IDAHO

Fluoride Concentrations in
Surface Soils

@ Job Marber Ovmenng Mo
21372 FIGURE (Q




INDIAN SPRINGS
01'“00‘1’ FARM

'-'- b .~..'_-__f' s

A ey S <

i gm “lwxs, f)‘
M d

e ot ~
. {2 o= » 5
|
H

Cvruse 10



¢ e e . ————

- ——

NOTES:
1. CONTOURS SHOWN CORRESPOND TO
INCREMENTAL CANCER RISK OF 107¢

LA B |
TR 2. NO AREAS EXCEED 10~* RISK FOR
' ¥ URANIUM—238.
LEGEND:
270-3 SOIL SAMPLING LOCATION
d AND DESIGNATION
RADIUM-226

- — — — LEAD-210
—_——— - POLONIUM-210

SCALE
(= e ——]
1600 © 1600 FEET

EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS
POCATELLO, DAHO

FEASBLITY STUWDY

OFFSITE SUBAREA .
AREAS WHERE RADIONUCLIDE
ACTIVITES IN SURFACE 8008
EXCEED THE 10° INCREMENTAL

Ci NCER RISK LEVEL

I rume 27




BECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.

SAM fRANCISCO

EASTEAN MICHAUD FLATS

POCATELLO. IDAHO

EMF Air Menitoring Sites

00

Legend:

© - Monitoring Site

A-16

5 miles




.33,
V-

e - —— gt b o ¢ 2w

JD—'

3130
RIS
e

ns-
1|s.m :

\ :
Lo
L AT
R .
N
2ol
. 'I N :\ . )
0 s,
'_\ Y K
‘| N NG
T
"SR S
- Y "\

NOTES:
1. CONTOURS SHOWN CORRESPOND TO
INCREMENTAL CANCER RISK OF 107

2. NO AREAS EXCEED 107% RISK FOR
URANTUM-238.

103 SOIL SAMPLING LOCATION
* AND DESIGNATION
RADIUM~226

~ — — — LEAD-210

-~ POLONIUM-210




H
|
9

NOIES:
1. CONTOURS SHOWN CORRESPOND TO
INCREMENTAL CANCER RISK OF 1072

2. NO AREAS EXCEED 10°% RISK FOR
URANTUM—238, POLONIUM-210.

no-n SOIL SAMPLING LOCATION
b AND DESIGNATION
RADIUM - 226
- — — — (EAD-210

SCALE
b o ]
1600 0 1600 FEET

EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS
POCATELLO, DAMO

FEASBLITY STUDY

OFFSITE SUBAREA
ACTIVITEES IN SURFACE SOLS
EXCEED THE 10™° INCREMENTAL

CANCER RISK LEVEL

' cwvne Y&



1793 A7 0\3203\3209 - Owg

150
° “

s

JJS-JD

NOTES;

t. CONTOURS SHOWN CORRESPOND TO
INCREMENTAL CANCER RISK OF 10-*

2. NO AREAS EXCEED 10°* RISK FOR
URANIUM-238, POLONIUM—210,
AND LEAD-210.

LEGEND:

270-34 SOIL. SAMPLING LOCATION
* AND DESIGNATION

........... RADIUM-226

SCALE

1600 0O 1600FEET

EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS
POCATELLO, DAMO

FEASBLITY STUDY

OFFSITE SUBAREA
AREAS WHERE RADIONUCLIDE
ACTIVITES IN SURFACE SON.S
EXCE:D THE 10-¢ INCREMENTAL

CANCER RISK LEVEL
T

P T T )



UNIMPACTED GROUNDWATER
QUALITY (WELL 124 MAXIMUM VALUE)
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Cobalt 0.005 mg
Fluoride 09 mgh
Lithium 0.62 mgh
Mangancee ND mg!
Nirats 212 mgh
Orthophosphate 0.17 mgA
Potassium 13.7 mgA
Sodium 91.2 M
Sultate 3 mgh
Vanedium 0.005 mg

' ", impacted
Greundwater

Flow Toward Well 111
(See Figure 4.4-11)

MDED GROUNDWATER
QUALITY (WELL 111 MAXIMUM VALUE)
Allalinity sg3 mgh
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Fuoride - 0.1 mgl
Lithem 0.113 mg!
Manganese 131 mgh
Nitrato 19.8 mg/
Orthophosphate 11.8 mgh
Potassium 148 mg
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Suifate 214 mgh
Vanadium 0.005 mg!
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Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site: Response to Public Comments

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) response to comments received during the 75-
day public comment period (Apnl 21, 1997 to July 10, 1997) on the Proposed Plan for
remediation of the site.
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1. Overview

The purpose of this responsiveness summary is to summarize and respond to pubiic comments
submitted on the Proposed Plan for the cleanup of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site.
The public comment period was held from April 21, 1997 to July 10, 1897. This responsiveness
summary meets the requirements of Section 117 of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA).

In the Proposed Plan, issued April 21, 1997, the EPA described altematives to address
contaminants in soil and groundwater at the EMF site. These aiternatives were based on
information collected during a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS). The
purpose of an RI/FS is to conduct a thorough study of the site and to assess potential
aiternatives for the cleanup of the site. The RI/FS and Proposed Plan were publicly available at
the Idaho State University Library, and copies of a fact sheet were mailed to a list of interested
local citizens developed as part of the EMF Community Relations Plan.




EPA held two public meetings on May 13 and May 14, 1997 to present the results of the RI/FS
and outline EPA's proposed cleanup plan. The meetings were held in the Pocatello City
Council Chambers, and the Tribal Council Chambers on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation.
Approximately 75 people attended these meetings, including representatives of FMC and
Simplot. Questions asked and answered at the public meetings are recorded in the meeting
transcripts which are available in the Administrative Record for the site at the EPA Records
Center.

A number of oral comments were received during the public meetings, and eight comment
letters were received during the comment period. Members of the community were primarily
concemed about the absence of any specific actions on air emissions from the FMC and
Simpiot plants.

2. Background on Community Involvement

EPA developed a Community Relations Plan (CRP) for the Eastern Michaud Flats site in 1991.
The CRP was designed to promote public awareness of activities and investigations at the site
and to promote involvement in the decision-making process. The CRP summarizes the initial
concems of local citizens, interest groups, industries, and local govemment representatives.

EPA mailed several fact sheets during the course of the RI/FS and communicated with the local
media in an effort to keep the public informed about the progress of the work at the site. The
following is a summary of the major activities:

June 6, 1997 Fact sheet: Public Comment Period Extension

May 13 & 14, 1997 Public Hearings conducted in Pocatello and Fort Hall, Idaho
Aprii 21, 1997 EMF Proposed Plan Fact Sheet

March 5, 1997 Idaho State Journal Article on Proposed Plan

Sept 10, 1995 Idaho State Journal Article on Risk Assessment Findings

August 16, 1995 Idaho State Journal Article on Air Monitoring Findings

October 28, 1993 Fact Sheet on Pond Closure at FMC

September 29, 1993 Fact Sheet on first round of sampling resulits

March 9, 1993 Remedial Investigation Update

April 15, 1992 Remediai Investigation Update/Ground Water Monitoring Program

December 23, 1991 Current Site Activities/Description of Community Concems

December 20, 1991 Community Relations Plan

September 1991 Introduction to Superfund Process Fact Sheet

January 23, 1991 Congressional Update: Special Notice Letters Sent to Potentially
Responsible Parties

The RI/FS was released to the public with the proposed plan in April 1997. A fact sheet
describing the Proposed Plan and cleanup aiternatives was sent to individuals on the EPA EMF
mail list. All of the documents mentioned above, as well as previous reports from earlier
investigations, were made available to the public in the Administrative Record located at the
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locations listed below:

|daho State University Library
Govemment Documents Department
Sth and Terry

Pocatello, idaho 83209

U.S. Environmerial Protection Agency
Region 10

Park Place Building

1200 Sixth Avenue, 7th Flcor Records Center
Seattle, Washington 98101

EPA publisnied 3 notice of the availability of these documents on April 21, 1997 in the /daho
State Journal and the Shoshone-Bannock News. EPA met with representatives of the
Shoshone Bannock Tribes Business Council on January 14, 1997, and the idaho Department of
Environmental Quality on January 13, 1897, to discuss EPA's Draft Proposed Plan for cieanup
and to answer questions. Between February and May 1997 various articles appeared in the
Idaho State Journal regarding the proposed clean up. The public comment period on the
Proposed Plan was heild from April 21, 1997 to July 10, 1997. EPA held public meetings May
13-14, 1997 in Pocatello and the Fort Hall Reservation. At these meetings, representatives of
EPA, FMC, and Simpiot gave presentations on the findings of the RI and risk assessment and
proposed plan, and then answered questions about the proposed cleanup and remedial
alternatives under consideration. This Responsiveness Summary, which is Appendix B of the
ROD, contains EPA’s responses to the written and oral comments that were received during the
comment period. '

3. Summary of Comments Received and Agency Responses

Part | - Summary of Community Concerns ,
>
General Comment: The greatest number of comments related to concems about air quality in
the vicinity of the plants. In general, most individuals believe that ongoing air emissions
represent the greatest threat to pubiic health, and that these emissions should be controlied
through the EPA Superfund Record of Decision (ROD).

Response: EPA shares the community concems regarding the ongoing air emissions from the
FMC plant, most especiaily the emissions of particulate matter, (called PM-10 based on the size
of particles). Because these emissions continue to pericdically exceed National health-based
standards, EPA is addressing these concems under the Clean Air Act (CAA). The following
provides a detailed explanation of what EPA is doing to address these concems and why
Superfund is not the legal tool to achieve the necessary particulate emission controls.

B-4




What EPA is doi th air quality in Pocatell

Control of the air emissions from the FMC Pocatello plant is a top priority for EPA. In
recognition of this priority the EPA Regional Administrator has designated a senior manager,
Jim McCormick, to serve as a single point of contact for coordinating technical, legal, and policy
issues among the EPA regulatory programs, FMC, and the Shoshone Bannock Tribes. EPA is
also working to produce a CAA Federal Implementation Plan (FIP), as explained in the next
paragraph, to address this problem in the manner dictated by law.

EPA created National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) as authorized under Section 109
of the Clean Air Act (CAA), for the air pollutants, including PM-10, listed in Section 107 of the
CAA. The NAAQs are based on the latest scientific health information and are designed to
protect public health for both cancer and noncancer risks with an ample margin of safety.
Section 107 mandates that States nave the primary responsibility for PM-10 emissions and
must discharge that responsibility by specifying through State Implementation Plans (SIP) how
NAAQS will be attained and maintained. Portions of Power and Bannock Counties, including
certain portions within the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, violate the NAAQS for PM-10.
Consequently, this area is designated as a nonattainment area. FMC is a PM-10 source within
this nonattainment area, but is not subject to Idaho's SIP because FMC is on Shoshone
Bannock tribal land. The Tribes have not yet undertaken development of a Tribal
mplementation Plan (TIP), therefore it is EPA's responsibility to develop a FIP for that portion
of the PM-10 nonattainment area within the Fort Hall Reservation.

EPA's Air Program anticipates publishing a notice of proposed rulemaking during 1998. Public
meetings and workshops will be scheduied to discuss the contents of the FIP control strategy.
At the time of proposal, the public will be provided a 60-day review and comment period. Final
rules for the FIP will occur after EPA has responded to the public comments. EPA fully
anticipates that control requirements for FMC in the FIP will help the area to attain the NAAQS.
While full implementation of all control technologies at the FMC Plant may take up to four years
after final rules are set, EPA expects to see emission reductions and improvements in air
quality within six months of finalizing the rule.

In addition to controls for PM-10 and criteria air pollutants, FMC has been identified as a source
of certain hazardous air poliutants (HAPs) listed in Section 112 of the Clean Air Act and will be
subject to Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) rules no [ater than November 15,
2000. Unlike criteria air poliutants like PM-10, Section 112 HAP rules are effective immediately
upon the promuigation of an EPA rule linking specific HAPs to specific types of facilities. These
rules are therefore not subject to control plans by a state, tribe or the federal government. A
specific rulemaking linking type of facility with specific HAPs is required because Congress
listed 188 different HAPs in Section 112. As written, Section 112 requires EPA to examine
industrial processes and require compliance with those HAPs the facility actually generates

based on its function.
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The Superfund program is unique in that it provides for the cleanup of past hazardous waste
releases and of hazardous waste requiring emergency response. Congressional enactment of
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) was
the solution to the gap in Federal environmental authority and it is intended to augment other
Federal and State authorities. If a facility is subject to state or federal rules fo- an ongoing
release then the Superfund program will defer control of that release to the appropnate
authority.

Bach  on Supert is of air emissi P

Once an area is identified as a Superfund site an investigation called the remedial investigation
feasibility study (RI/FS) is conducted to characterize the nature and extent of site risks,
deveiop and evaluate cleanup options, and gather other information necessary to select a
remedy that is appropriate for a site. A baseline risk assessment is performed as part of the
RI/FS to evaiuate the potentiai threats to human heaith and the environment in the absence of
any remedial action. EPA uses the results of the RI/FS and baseline risk assessment to make
a series of site-specific risk management decisions in the Superfund remedy selection process.

At the Eastemn Michaud Flats site during the scoping and conduct of the RI/FS it was apparent
that air emissions (both current and the impacts of historical emissions) should be an important
part of the site investigation. However, this investigation was complicated by the fact that past
releases (on which Superfund is focussed) and ongoing emissions (the responsibility of other
federal and state regulatory programs) associated with two operating facilities (FMC and
Simpilot) both contribute to overall site contamination and risk. Therefore, the initial goals of the
RI/FS, with respect to the air pathway, were designed to answer the following questions:

. Are there any significant human health or ecological risks associated with air emissions
from sources that potentially couid be subject to Superfund cleanup? :

] What areas at the site have been affected by historical deposition of airbome
contaminants?

] What are the sources of all current emissions at the plants?

° Which sources of air emissions are potentiaily subject to a cleanup under Superfund?

(Typically fugitive dusts from sources such as waste piles and abandoned or closed
areas of the site would be subject to a cieanup under Superfund.)

° Which sources of current air emissions are subject to control under the authority of the

Clean Air Act? (Ongoing emissions from stacks, buildings, and general operating areas

are subject to control under the Clean Air Act.)
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In order to help answer these questions the following activities were conducted during the RI:

1. Development of an air modeling program to evaluate off-piant transport of plant-derived
contaminants with the goal of determining areas where deposition and impacts (both historical
and current) on the soil and vegetation were likely to be the greatest.

2. Implementation of a soil sampling program to provide information on deposition patterns and
the nature and extent of contaminants in soils surrounding the site.

3. Implementation of an air monitoring program with the following goals: a) assess ambient air
concentration data from both plant and nonplant sources near the site, b) provide data to
determine the accuracy of the air model, c) estimate risks associated with exposure to air
contaminants from all sources. This program inciuded collection of chemical specific data (i.e.,
the chemicals associated with the particles and gases such as arsenic, cadmium, and fluoride)
as well as information on the particle sizes.

As part of the air monitoring program ambient air quality samples were collected at
seven sites (see figure 22 of the ROD), between October 2, 1993 and October 31, 1994.
Sites 1, 2, and 7 were located within or near the boundaries of the FMC and Simplot
plants. Sites 3, 4, and 5 were referred to as “community sites” in the Rl and were
located farther from the plant boundaries. Site 6, identified as the background location,
was located approximately 12 miles (20 km) west-southwest of the facilities in the
prevailing upwind direction. In addition to air quality monitoring, meteorological
observations were aiso collected at Site 1 near the Simplot Plant, at Site 7 in the
elevated terrain southeast of the Simplot Plant, and at the Pocatello Airport.

4. Development of an emissions inventory to help identify all sources of airbome contaminants
from the site (i.e., stack emissions, fugitive dusts from roads, ore piles, ponds etc.).

Originally EPA had intended to use the air modeling information to estimate exposures from those
sources potentially subject to Superfund cleanup. However, the Companies relied heavily on
generic source characterization data in their model, rather than site specific data, and uitimately
there was not good agreement between the modeling and monitoring results. With the potential
unreliability of the air model results EPA chose to use the air monitoring data in the baseline risk
assessment to estimate exposures to site contaminants. The downside of this approach is that the
estimated risks included exposure to all airbome contaminants, including those from sources
potentially subject to control under the Clean Air Act. it was not possible to separate out only those
sources of emissions that could be potentiaily subject to Superfund cleanup. However, it was
possible to draw the following conclusions from the air monitoring data that were useful in
developing a cleanup plan for the site:

° Historical deposition of airbome contaminants has occurred in the plant and off-plant areas.

The levels of contamination do not warrant a soil cieanup but do call for institutional controls
to prevent exposure to radionuclides and cadmium already present in soil. Since
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contaminants will remain in place under this remedy a five-year review will be required in
order to determine if the remedy remains effective and is protective of human heaith and
the environment.

° The caiculated inhalation risks from all air sources were highest at station 2. Based on a
conservative residential scenario the excess cancer risks from all sources were less than
a 1in 10,000 at this location. The rnisks associated with air emissions from those areas
potentially subject to a Superfund cieanup would be some portion of this total air risk. As
a general policy in order to operate a consistent Superfund program, EPA generally uses
the resutt of the baseline risk assessment to establish the basis for taking a remedial action.
For sites where the cumulative site risk to an individual based on reasonable maximum
exposure to historical releases for both current and future land use is less than 1 in 10,000,
a cleanup is generally not warranted. While there is uncertainty associated with the air data
and risk calculations, EPA does not believe additional information would substantially affect
the risks associated with the sources which are potentially subject to Superfund action.

General Comment A number of comments were received on the groundwater extraction
altemative at the FMC plant. Most individuals stated that this action was not necessary given the
already low levels of contamination at the northem edge of the company owned properties. Other
individuals expressed concems about extraction of water and then discharge, possibly without
treatment, directly into the Portneuf River.

Response: EPA has considered these comments and reevaluated the groundwater monitoring
data and selected a “contingent” groundwater extraction system for the FMC Plant. implementation
of the groundwater extraction and treatment system will be required if groundwater contaminants
exceed risk-based values at a specified point(s) of compliance.

Part Il - In-Depth Response to Specific Comments

1. Comment: Why aren't actions being proposed under Superfund to address the community
concems about air quality near the site?

Response: As stated above, Superfund is not the legislative tool to address the ongoing emissions
from an operating facility. In addition, the Remedial Investigation evaluated air data in a baseiine
human heaith risk assessment. This assessment utilized conservative (i.e., protective), yet
reasonable exposure assumption and scenarios to predict the likelihood of human health and
environmental impacts related to the air pathway. The highest estimated incremental carcinogenic
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risks' to nearby residents from all air contaminants was at station 2 (adjacent to FMC fence line).
Estimated risks at this location ranged from 1.5 in 100,000 to 6.0 in 100,000 from all air sources.
Risks associated with sources potentially subject to a Superfund cleanup are expected to be a
portion of these total risks. Under Superfund law action to reduce carcinogenic risk is generally
warranted when risks exceed 1 in 10,000. Therefore, since the estimated site risks are less than
1 in 10,000 and because the Superfund-regulated source contribution to the risks is expected to
be less than the risk from all sources, EPA is not proposing any specific actions under Superfund
to reduce ongoing air emissions from those areas subject to Superfund. However, ongoing air
emissions from operating facilities are subject to regulation under the Clean Air Act. EPA's air
program is currently drafting regulatory limits for particulate emissions from the FMC facility
because of its location on tribal land. Simplot, located on state land, is permitted for its air
emissions by the State of Idaho.

2. Comment: Recent air monitoring resuits indicate that emission levels near the plants are higher
than that measured during the Superfund investigations. What could be some of the reasons for
these differences and if these results were used in the risk assessment would it change the overall
findings?

Response: During the Superfund Rl information on airbome chemicals and gases was collected
during 1993-94 and then used in the risk assessment. Risks were calculated based on the actual
concentration of chemical and radionuclides measured in airbomne particulate matter smailer than
10 microns in size (PM,,). Subsequent air monitoring studies conducted by EPA's air program and
the Shoshone Bannock Tribes since 1996 provide information on the total mass of airborne PM,,,
but not the chemical or radiological composition of these particles. For this reason it is not
possibie to calculate quantitative risk estimated directly from this recent data in the same way the
original risk estimates were obtained. However, the potential risks associated with the higher
levels of particulate matter can be approximated by scaling the risk estimates using the total PM,q
concentrations measured during the two periods if the composition of the particles duning those
periods is assumed to be the same (see attached qualitative assessment).

The results of this comparison show that the average PM,, concentration measured at Station 2
from October 1993 through September 1994 was 55.75 ug/m®, while that measured at the Pimary
EPA station from October 1996 through May 1997 was 77.5 ug/m®, approximately a 39% increase.
If the 1996-97 risks from airbome particuiate matter are approximated, as discussed above, by
simply scaling the 1993-94 risk estimates using the average PM,, concentrations measured during
these periods, the estimated 1996-97 risks at the Primary EPA monitoring station would be 39%
higher than the 1993-94 risks at Station 2. In order to estimate the approximate 1996-97 risks for

' With the exception of fluoride no non-carcinogenic risks were found to be associated with air
emissions.

2 This location is owned by FMC and deed restrictions will be placed on the property to prohibit
any future residential use.
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these groups, the 1993-94 “Estimated Cancer Risks" should be muttiplied by 1.39. A brief review
of the 1993-94 risk estimate indicates that all of the estimates for site workers and hypothetical
future residents feil in a range generally considered acceptable by EPA's Superfund program and
that none of the Incremental (i.e., site related) risk estimates would increase to values that would
generally indicate a need for remedial measures as a result of the higher airbome particuiate
concentrations observed during the 1996-97 air monitoring program. This finding relates only to
risks from specific airborne chemical and radiological contaminants, not to the total PM,, levels
measured, which exceeded applicable standards on a number of occasions.

There are a number of possible reasons why the 1993-94 data differs from the 1996-97 data.
Some of these factors inciude the following:

1.

The location of Station 2 in 1993-94 and EPA’s Primary monitoring station in 1996-97 were
close to one ancther but were not exactly the same. As the differences between the results
obtained at the Primary EPA station and the Sho-Ban station illustrate, small differences
in monitoring locations, especially when they are close to an array of point and small area
sources like at the EMF site, can lead to noticeable differences in the observations
obtained.

A fourth fumace was operating at the FMC facility during most of the 1996-97 monitoring
period that was not operating for much of the 1993-94 period. This could resuit not only in
an increase in the total emissions during the latter period, but ailso in emissions coming
from different point sources (i.e., the fumace flare and pressure relief valve for the fourth
fumace) that were not active during much of the 1993-94 monitoring period. The difference
in the locations of these additional sources relative to the monitoring locations could have
contributed to the differences in the resuits obtained.

Two different air samplers, manufactured by different firms, are approved by EPA for use
in measuring airbome particulate matter concentrations. Results obtained using either
sampler are considered acceptable and equivalent by EPA for regulatory purposes,
however most air monitoring practitioners recognize that the Anderson Sampler typically
gives results slightly higher than those given by the Wedding Sampler. Wedding Sampiers
were used in the 1993-94 program whereas Anderson Samplers were used in the 1996-97
program. The small difference in the typical performance of the two samplers may have
contributed to the difference in the results obtained during the two monitoring periods.

There are seasonal differences in meteorological conditions in the Pocatello area that
contribute to charactenstic seasonal differences in the levels of airbome particulate matter,
with levels typically being higher in the fail and winter than in the other seasons. Particulate
matter measurements are available for a full year for the 1993-94 monitoring penod.
However, results are only available for October through May for the 1996-97 period as of
this writing. The present lack of results for the historically lower concentration period of
June through September of 1997 means that the seasons with historically lower PM
concentrations are currently under represented in the 1996-97 results.
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5. Since the Remedial Investigation air monitoring effort was completed, FMC's ore has been
mined from a different source. Current feedstocks may be richer in some contaminants of
potential concem.

3. Comment: Should the EPA Superfund risk assessment findings be interpreted that there are
no health effects from air emissions at the site?

Response: No. The Superfund risk assessment process primarily focuses on carcinogenic and
noncarcinogenic risks under a very specific exposure scenario. Air emissions from the FMC plant
have been shown to exceed the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM,, on many
occasions. These health-based standards are based on the best scientific information available
at the time. Exceedance of these standards indicates that health effects are possible. Whether
any heatth effects are observed in an individual or populaiion depends on many variables such as
the types and frequency of exposures, individual response to a chemical, synergistic effects of
other chemicals, lifestyle, vocation, and genetics. -

4. Comment Phosphorus was listed as a contaminant of concem but it was not discussed in the
health effects summary in the risk assessment. What are the potential risks and uncertainties from
phosphorus and what attempts did EPA make to quantify these risks and uncertainties?

Response: The EPA Superfund Program was aware of the potential importance of releases of
phosphorus and its oxidation products to the air from the EMF Site and, as a result, listed
phosphorus as a chemical of potential concem (COPC) for the air pathway (Table 2-1 of the
Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment [BHHRA]). Efforts were made during the planning and
scoping of the Remedial Investigation and the BHHRA to obtain the information that would have
aliowed the potential risks posed by these releases to be quantitatively evaluated in the risk
assessment. However, two factors hampered these efforts and ultimately prevented quantitative
evaluation of these potential risks: the lack of a standard EPA method for measuring the
concentrations of phosphorus and/or its oxidation products in air, and the lack of information of the
toxicological effects of inhaling low levels of these substances over a prolonged period of time.

Because of the potential importance of assessing the risks posed by releases of phosphorus and
its oxidation products to the air at the EMF site, EPA investigated the use of non-EPA methods for
measuring the concentrations of these substances in air. Several methods were identified and
considered, but none were sufficiently specific and well validated to generate data that would be
of sufficient quality to meet EPA's guidelines for data useability in risk assessments. Therefore,
EPA reluctantly concluded that it would not be possible to collect useable data on the
concentrations of phosphorus and/or its oxidation products as part of the Rl for the site.

Since toxicological indices (slope factors [SFs] for carcinogenic effects and reference doses {RfDs]
for noncarcinogenic effects) were not available for phosphorus or its oxidation products in EPA's

. integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) database or its Health Effects Assessment Summary

Tables (HEAST) [EPA's standard sources of toxicolagical information], the EMF project team
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contacted EPA's Environmental Criteria and Assessment Office (ECAQ) for assistance. ECAQ
conducted a review of the scientific literature for information on the toxicity of phosphorus and its
oxidation products via the inhaiation route but concluded that there was insufficient information
upon which to base even a provisional reference dose (RfD). The Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry (ATSDR) released a Draft Toxicological Profile for White Phosphorus and
White Phosphorus Smoke in June 1994 which concluded that Minimum Risk Leveis (MRLs), which
are similar to RfDs, also could not be established because of insufficient data.

When elemental phosphorus is exposed to the atmosphere it bums spontaneously forraing various
phosphorus oxides which absorb and react with moisture in the atmosphere to form phosphonc
acid. When phosphoric acid dissolves in water (as it would if it were inhaled and contacted mucous
secretions in the lungs), it ionizes forming various phosphate ions. Substantial amounts of
phosphate ions are naturally present throughout the body and play an essential role in many bodily
processes. Phosphates and phosphoric acid are also ingredients in many fooris and beverages
and are generally regarded as safe in that use by the FDA. Therefore, the small quantities of
phosphoric acid and phosphate that might be absorbed through the lungs as a result of periodically
inhaling the products of phosphorus emissions from the site would not be expected to resutt in
adverse systemic health effects after being absorbed and neutralized by the body. However, the
emission products wouid most likely exist as an acidic phosphoric acid mist which could be irmitating
to the lungs and respiratory tract when inhaled. Unfortunately, the scientific data needed to
evaluate the potential health effects of inhaling low levels of phosphorus emission products
repeatedly over a period of years is not available.

We acknowledge that because of the unknown, but apparently substantial, quantities of
phosphorus and its oxidation products released from the site to the atmosphere, the agency's
inability to quantitatively evaluate the potential health effects associated with these releases could
represent a significant source of uncertainty in the risk assessment. Unfortunately, because of the
lack of reliable anaiytical methods for measuring the concentrations of phosphorus and/or its
oxidation products in air and the lack of toxicological information, it is not possible to quantitatively
evaluate either the potential risks posed by these substances or the uncertainties created by
omitting them from the quantitative risk assessment.

5. Comment: What is the jurisdiction for land use controls, particularly for building restrictions
associated with radon?

Response: Land use controls, as part of the broader term, “institutional controls,” is the use of
existing institutions to achieve environmental protection or the elimination/reduction of
environmental exposure or risk. The most common of these institutions, and the one to be used
at this site to control future radon exposure (as well as to achieve other objectives listed in the
ROD), is the existing legal system for the transfer of real property. The comment appears to have
used the word, jurisdiction, because the FMC plant is on tribal land. With respect to lawfui land
transfers, location on tribal land does not significantly change how these land use controls
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The Tribes have deeded the current FMC property to FMC. FMC is therefore a private property
owner who must obey tribal laws and regulations in the same way as any other owner of tribal
property, or just as any property owner in a state of the United States must obey state law and
regulation. In both cases, private property owners have the freedom to contract, including the night
to selil their private property to a willing buyer. In such negotiations, the seller can place restrictions
in the deed given to the buyer which limits what the buyer receives. These restrictions can and
often do affect the purchase price. Common restrictions, such as those to protect the view of other
property owners or prohibiting various uses like those typically found in zoning ordinances, often -
dictate land value. EPA does not usuaily rely on Zoning because it is always subject to change,
exemption or variance by local zoning authorities and therefore offers little assurance of a long term
or even short term effect.

In this instance, EPA anticipates that FMC will enter into a Consent Decree with the United States,
and will agree in the Decree that any sale or transfer of property will include those limitations
contained in the ROD. This means FMC will not only agree to the limitations in the ROD for FMC,
but for any owners who may come after FMC for as long as EPA determines any given restriction
shouid remain in place.

As described above, legally enforceable deed restrictions will require any future office buildings to
be constructed at the site to use the radon controiling methods specified in the document "Radon
Prevention in the Design and Construction of Schools and Other Large Buildings" (EPA/626/R-
92/016, 1994), or whatever radon guidance supersedes it or is otherwise available, applicable and
appropriate. Further, following construction, and annually thereafter, the indoor air shall be tested
for radon. If the radon levels exceed either 4.0 pCifl, as specified in “Citizens Guide to Radon’
(EPA 1992), or any promuigated standard in effect at the time of these future sampling events,
additional controls shall be implemented to reduce the radon activity below the target level or
promuigated standard. Like all other deeds and deed restrictions, these land use controls will be
recorded and filed with the govermment office within the jurisdiction, tribal or state, responsible for
a specific area of the site. Recording gives notice to any subsequent purchasers that any future
land transfer will contain such restrictions.

6. Comment: What requirements are in place to insure that the Company-owned properties are
properly dealit with in the future when the plants shut down?

Response: Both Companies will be required to close the plants in accordance with whatever state,
tribal, or federal laws are in place at that time. In addition, at least every five years EPA will review
all relevant data and information for the site as a whole to ensure the cleanup provides adequate
protection of human heaith and the environment from historic releases.

7. Comment in the Off-Plant Area where property restrictions such as deed restrictions are being
proposed, will the property owners be compensated in any way for imposition of land use
restrictions?

Response: If an environmental easement is used, the property owner is compensated by the
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Company for not being able to use the property for certain purposes. There alsc may be some
compensation for placement of a deed restriction since the property owner must agree to the
restriction. Any compensation of property owners is between the Companies and property owners,
and not EPA.

8. Comment Who makes the decision on what type of land use restrictions will be used in the Off-
Plant Areas?

Response: Based on the findings of the risk assessment EPA determines what types of use(s)
are appropriate for this area. For example, based on available information, consumption of fruits
and vegetables grown in this area would be restricted as well as residential use of certain portions
of the Off-Plant Area and residential use of groundwater.

9. Comment: Would there be potential health risks if you lived on the land now occupied by the
FMC and Simplot Plants?

Response: Yes. EPA did not consider future residential use of the Plant Areas to be likely, and
per EPA guidance, did not evaluate this scenario in the risk assessment. However, the risk
assessment did evaluate potential residential use of the Company-owned property north of the
_fence lines and along the 1-86 right of way. Potential risks in this area are elevated and therefore
require institutional controls to prevent future residential use but are within an acceptable risk range
for industrial workers. The levels and types of contaminants in the Plant Areas are comparable to
the area along the i-86 right of way and the potential risks would be expected to be equivalent.
This is the basis for institutional controls in the Plant Area which will prohibit any future residential
use.

10. Comment During the RI/FS, has EPA conducted any long ierm epidemiology studies on
possible heaith effects?

Response: No. EPA uses the risk assessment process as a tool to provide a nationally consistent
basis for making decisions with 3 minimum of data. Epidemiological studies require large
populations, an understanding of other risk factors (e.g.. lifestyle, non-site exposures, etc.), and
large amounts of data. 1t is unlikely that large studies of this type would yield any meaningful
conclusions that would aid a site cleanup. However, if there was data that indicates that the site
may pose more immediate heaith effects, this information would have been considered in
developing a cleanup plan for the site. This type of information is typically identified dunng the
listing of the site on the NPL and/or during scoping of the RI/FS. In addition the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) has the responsibility for evaiuating potential human
exposures (past, present, and future) to site related contaminants. ATSDR has already completed
one heaith study on the Fort Hall indian Reservation and is in the process of conducting health
consultations for air, groundwater, and soil at the EMF site. At any time, if new information
becomes available that indicates the site remedy is not protective, as defined under CERCLA, EPA
will consider amending the Record of Decision for the site.
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11. Comment. FMC is a large company and can make decisions regarding a cleanup without
EPA's invoivement. Why is EPA involived in this process?

Response: Section 104(a)(1) of CERCLA requires EPA oversight of Company field activities and
review of deliverables. In 1991, FMC and Simplot signed an Administrative Order on Consent
(AOC) with EPA for the RI/FS at the EMF site. Under this agreement the Companies voluntarily
agreed to allow EPA, the state, and tribe to provide oversight throughout the process, and EPA
then selects the remedy for the site. After the ROD is finalized EPA will negotiate a consent
decree with the Companies for the design and implementation of the cleanup plan. This agreement
will require EPA oversight throughout the cleanup process.

12. Comment: Will there be new jobs associated with the site cieanup?

Response: At FMC and Simplot, there may be some additional increase in employees. particularly
contract workers and temporary employees during some of the construction activities. The
Companies should be contacted directly regarding any potential empioyment opportunities.

13. Comment Will workers doing the cleanup work be required to wear protective equipment and
meet the requirements of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)?

Response: Yes. Any work at the site will be preceded by development of a Health and Safety Plan
designed to meet OSHA and plant requirements. All workers will be expected to comply with the
Health and Safety Pian.

14. Comment. How does EPA know that groundwater and soil contamination have not spread
further than the area sampled?

Response: During the Remedial Investigation, soils were sampied out to a distance of three miles
from the plants in all directions. The results showed that the levels of soil contaminants decreased
with increasing distance from the plants. The concentrations at three miles away were either
indistinguishable from background or well bellow any risk-based level of concem. Groundwater
monitoring was conducted at the plants and in the Off Plant areas. The same pattem of
decreasing concentration with increasing distance was observed, and drinking water standards
were met in the groundwater before leaving the Company owned properties.

15. Comment: Is it true that groundwater currently meets drinking water standards north of the
Company-owned property?

Response: Yes. Concentrations of contaminants in groundwater do not exceed drinking water
standards known as Maximum Contaminant Leveis (MCLs) in wells on Company owned properties
north of Highway 86, at Batiste Spring or Swanson Road Springs. Groundwater concentrations are
also below MCLs (and generally are at background leveis) in wells on non-Company owned
properties such as the City of Pocatello land north of Highway 86, and the Chevron tank farm and

Rowlands property.
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16. Comment. What steps are being taken to prevent further spread of groundwater
contamination? . '

Response: The proposed pian included three elements to address groundwater contaminants.
These elements are as follows: 1) Control sources of contamination such as capping old pond
areas; 2) Groundwater extraction to maintain hydraulic control and remove some contamination;
and, 3) Groundwater monitoring to ensure that the selected remedy remains protective.

17. Comment: Is the Portneuf River a hydraulic barmer to groundwater movement?

Response: Yes, based upon availabie information. The Rl evaluated groundwater elevations at
more than 140 wells during at least 10 quarterly sampling events. Mapping of these elevations
provides information on »hich way groundwater flows (high elevations to low elevations). It also
shows concentrations of chemicals in groundwater declining down-gradient. Groundwater at the
site is flowing from the foothills of the Bannock Range into the Michaud flats. On the east side of
the river water is also flowing down gradient toward the river and can't flow past the river due to
higher groundwater elevations on the west side.

18. Comment: What is the rationale for proposing FMC pump groundwater rather than just
propose institutional controls?

Response: The intent of this altemative, as described in the Proposed Pian, was to maintain
hydraulic control of the water and prevent any further spread of contamination. For the ROD this
alternative was replaced with a contingent groundwater pump and treat remedy. This change was
made since the area of contamination does not appear to be expanding and groundwater meets
dninking water standards before reaching the springs. If the contingency is employed groundwater
extraction will consist of installing extraction wells in the northem portion of the FMC plant, and
extracting groundwater from the shallow aquifer at a rate sufficient to capture the contaminated
groundwater in which concentrations of contaminants of potential concern exceed MCLs or Risk-
based Concentrations (RBCs). Extracted groundwater would be treated prior to discharge or re-
use within the Plant. Bench-scale and/or pilot testing may be required during treatment plant
design. implementation of the extraction system would be triggered by a set of criteria in the ROD
for determining plume expansion and exceedence of risk-based drinking water levels in
groundwater.

19. Comment: The Proposed Plan indicates that extracted groundwater could be put into the
Portneuf River without treatment. What is the justification for this aspect of the Proposed Plan?

Response: |t is possible that groundwater extracted for hydraulic control would aiready meet
drinking water standards and other water quality standards (i.e., quality standards for aquatic
organisms). This is primarily due to the fact that extraction wells on the northern edge of the plume
would also withdraw large volumes of clean water. In this case the water could be discharged to
the Portneuf River without treatment. Water extracted at Simplot wiill be used in their process,
either with or without treatment depending on quality. At FMC the cleanup plan will require
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‘ treatment if the contingent groundwater extraction system is implemented.

20. Comment: Are FMC and Simplot going to “treat” the contaminated groundwater that will be
extracted under the proposed remedy for the site?

Response: At Simplot, extracted groundwater will be utilized in piant processes. Further testing
is required to determine if this water will require any treatment. At FMC, the ROD requires
treatment of groundwater if extraction becomes necessary.

21. Comment: Under the plan, how long will groundwater extraction at Simplot take place?

Response: The extraction system wiil continue to operate as long as there is contamination
leaching from the gypsum stack and groundwater contaminants exceed risk or health-based levels.
This may require operation of the system after the gypsum stack is closed and until groundwater
levels reach acceptable levels.

22. Comment: How will actions in the site remedy clean the contaminated aquifer?

Response: The actions in the ROD are directed at reducing sources of contamination to the

groundwater and allowing for natural recovery of the aquifer over time. Natural recovery of the

aquifer may take several decades and relies on physical or biological processes (unassisted by

human intervention) to reduce contaminant concentrations. Performance monitoring is a critical

component of this remediation approach because monitoring is needed to ensure that the remedy
. is protective and that natural processes are reducing contamination levels as expected.

23. Comment: Will there be a third party review of the remedial design of the cleanup plan?

Response: Currently the State of idaho, Shoshone-Bannock Tribe, and EPA will be reviewing
design documents.

24. Comment: How many wells are in the Off-Plant Area and how often are they sampled?

Response: There are approximately 20 wells off site. During the RI from 1992-1996 they were
sampled every 3 months. These welis are now being sampled twice a year.

25. Comment !t does not appear that Aitemative 03 (Institutional Controls and Monitoring in the
Off-Plant Area) would offer adequate controls for this area. What is the justification for this
aitemative?

Response: The risks found in most of the Off-Plant Area were not high enough to justify the
significant cost of a soil cleanup. Use of institutional controls, such as deed restrictions or
easements, would provide the same level of human heaith protection but at a substantiaily lower
cost. In addition, there are only two privately-held parceis of land in this area. All other parcels are
owned by either the Company or the City of Pocatello, and deed restrictions are aiready in place
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prohibiting residential uses.

26. Comment. The Plan does not say anything about the slag piles at FMC. Do these piles
represent a risk?

Response: The slag is a glass-iike material and is not a major source of contamination to either
groundwater or air. Slag does emit gamma radiation at levels which can pose a risk to humans,
particularly if an individual is in close proximity to it for extended periods of time. FMC has
voluntarily entered into an agreement with EPA to no longer sell and distribute this material outside
of their facility. FMC workers who work on or near the siag piles are partially shielded from the
radiation while working in vehicles and heavy equipment.

27. Comment: In 1994, EPA issued a Notice of Violation under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) at FMC, which has yet to be resolved. Without knowledge of what these
violations were for, how can the public evaluate the adequacy of the Proposed Plan?

Response: While EPA cannot divuige the details of the RCRA case, we can say that the violations
are pnmarily related to FMC's compliance with RCRA closure requirements at the operating waste
disposal ponds. RCRA regulations require closure, within specific time framaes, of hazardous waste
units that do not meet certain standards. RCRA was designed to prevent impacts to public health
and the environment through specific record keeping, engineering controls, monitoring, and
reporting requirements. While'all of the RCRA violations are considered serious, not all violations
are necessarily correiated with a specific impact on the environment or direct threat to human
health. Iimplementation of the Superfund ROD will help address the most significant risks
associated with the past uncontrolled release of hazardous substances at the site, and actions by
the RCRA program wiil help prevent future impacts to the environment and help bring the facility
into compliance with the current RCRA requirements.

28. Comment: Is it possible-for there to be an independent analysis of the RI/FS?

Response: Yes. Based on a request from a newly formed citizen group called the Pocatello
Environmental Council, an independent review of the RI/FS is being conducted through the
Technical Outreach Support for Communities Program of Oregon State University. While the
results of this review may not be available until after the ROD is signed, if new relevant information
indicates that the Superfund remedy is not protective, EPA will consider amending the ROD.

29. Comment: During the course of the study of the site, did anyone contact hospitals, doctors,
or schools to leamn of what impacts the site may have on the community?

Response: No. However, EPA did talk to a number of individuals representing a cross section of
the community throughout the RI/FS process. Even before the Rl began, EPA representatives met
with community members to learn about their concems with the site. Information from these
discussions was incorporated into the site community relations ptan and scope of the RI/FS. At
that time and throughout the six-year site investigation, no such concems were specifically
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‘ identified for EPA to follow up on. In addition, the Agency for Toxics Substances and Disease
Registry (ATSDR) has conducted one health study on the Fort Hall Reservation (and is in the
process of conducting follow-up to this study) during which hospital records were reviewed and
interviews conducted to determine the incidence of respiratory diseases on the reservation as
compared to a control iocation. .

30. Comment How will the information that ATSDR is developing be used by EPA it its decision
making?

Response: EPA will review ATSDR findings as they become available. If any new relevant
information is presented (which was not available during the RI) indicating that the remedy is not
adequately protective, EPA will consider amending the site cleanup plan as appropnate in order
to ensure that it is protective of public health and the environment.

31. Comment Why does the Plan only require capping of waste areas rather than excavation and
treatment of contaminated soils?

Response: Placement of a thick cap over the old pond areas would reduce the risks from
incidental exposure to contaminants and reduce infiltration of water into the wastes. During the
RI/FS there were no readily available proven technologies for treating the contaminated phossy
wastes and soils in the old ponds shouid they be removed. In addition, excavation of these wastes
which are cumrently covered with some soil would pose a very significant danger to workers from
elemental phosphorus which ignites when exposed to air. In addition to the dangers from fire are
‘ the inhalation risks from phosphorus pentoxide and phosphine gas. These very real dangers and
significant costs do not justify the potential benefits of removing and treating this material.

32. Comment What type of support has EPA provided the Tribes on environmental issues?

Response: Since 1991, the EPA Superfund program has funded a cooperative agreement with the
Shoshone Bannock Tribes for technical support at the EMF site. Funding has been provided at
approximately $50,000 per year. This money has allowed for a full time tribal representative to
participate in meetings, review and comment on documents and data, and communicate with the
Business Council and Land Use Commission on relevant data, key decisions and general progress
in the investigation of the site. In addition to the Superfund support, a variety of other EPA
programs have provided the Tribes with ongoing financial and technical support in addressing a
variety of environmental issues.

33. Comment: The Proposed Plan indicates that it must meet state and federal environmentai
siting laws and reguiations. What about tribal laws?

Response: Tribes have the ability to set faws and regulations for reservation lands. EPA

interprets the requirement to meet state and federal laws and regulations to include tribai laws and
regulations. One of the key steps of the Feasibility Study is to identify all Applicable and Relevant
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or Appropriate Requirements (ARARS) for the various alternatives being considered®. During this
process the Shoshone Bannock Tribe did not identify any specific laws or regulations that should
be considered an ARAR for the site. EPA has aiso reviewed the Law and Order Code of the

Shoshone Bannock Tribe and the Qrdinances and Policies to identify any potentiai tribal ARARSs.
Based upon this review, EPA has found no tribal ARARS that would apply to the selected remedy.

34. Comment: Are the tribal air quality regulations considered an ARAR?

Response: The boundaries of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation give the Shoshone Bannock
Tribes jurisdiction over most of the FMC Plant. Therefore, Tribal air regulations established to
control ongoing air emissions are binding just as state regulations are outside of the reservation.
However, in this case the Tribal air reguiations are not applicable because Superfund is not taking
actions that will resuit in air emissions. The Tribal regulations would be binding on additional
controls put into place by EPA'’s air program as a result of a FiP.

Specific Comments from the Shoshone Bannock Tribes

The following is a summary of specific comments received from the Shoshone Bannock Tribes on
the EMF Proposed Plan and Draft Record of decision:

1. Comment: The ROD does not inciude action for air emissions based upon findings of the
human health risk assessment and ecological risk assessment. Additional action associated with
the air pathway is justified based upon the timeliness of impiementing a FIP/TIP and the high
degree of uncertainty in the air portion of the RI/FS at this site. The five-year review process may
not ensure protection of human health or the environment from ongoing emissions.

Response: EPA is in agreement with the Tribes' concem that actions to control air emissions from
the FMC plant need to be undertaken expeditiously. The Agency is aiso in agreement that
considerable work needs to be undertaken before additional air emission controls are in place at
FMC. The following outlines EPA’'s commitment to address these issues and how the agency will
use its different programs to control air emissions from the operating facility.

What EPA is doi -

In recognition of the many concems with air quality in the region, and delays in implementation of
the necessary controls, EPA's air program has made the regulation of air emissions at FMC a
prionty. Here are the three main categones of concem, and what EPA is doing about the problem:

1) Particulate matter. A federal implementation plan to impose controls on FMC to reduce
particulate emissions by about 67% is in the final stage of preparation, and will be proposed in the

Eedera| Register later this year. -

3 If no action is being proposed for a specific media, such as air, then no ARARs apply.
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2) Radlonuclide emissions: EPA's air program is directing FMC to conduct additional testing this
summer to establish new emission factors for compliance with the emission standard for this
hazardous pollutant. EPA will be on site to provide close oversight of these tests.

3) Phosphine and hydrogen cyanide emissions. FMC has notified EPA that emissions from
waste ponds have on occasion exceeded CERCLA reportable quantities for these chemicals.
EPA's removal program has continued to monitor the situation to insure there is no immediate
threat to the public or the environment from these emissions. In order for these emissions to be
addressed EPA Headquarters must determine if a source category is warranted for phosphorus
facilities. If such a category is warranted, EPA Headquarters must establish a standard for these
emissions as required under Section 112 of the CAA. In addition, since the major source of these
emissions are the operating RCRA ponds, EPA’'s RCRA program is in the process of workmg with
FMC to establish a technology-based emission standard.

Limi FMC : ,

As stated previously in this document the Superfund program is unique in that it provides for the
cleanup of past hazardous waste releases and of hazardous waste requinng emergency response.
Congressional enactment of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) was the solution to the gap in Federal environmental authority and it is
intended to augment other Federal and State authorities. If a facility is subject to state or federal
rules for an ongoing release then the Superfund program will defer control of that release to the
appropriate authority. For this reason, Superfund will not be invoived in impiementing items 1-3
above. Instead those actions will be carried out by the Air and RCRA programs.

The Superfund Record of Decision includes only those actions which are appropriate to site
‘cleanup® and risks associated with past practices. Despite any uncertainties in the risk
assessment the Superfund program believes that collection of additional data or further analysis
of continued air monitoring data would not alter the findings and ultimate basis for the actions in
the ROD. Air monitoring being conducted by the EPA air program and Shoshone Bannock Tribes
will continue for the foreseeable future.

2. Comment: The fluoride levels in sagebrush and soils identify an increase of contamination in
the area and the Tribes believe source control of fluoride emissions is warranted. The idaho
standard for fluoride content in vegetation used for feed or forage for livestock is not protective of
other species, specifically, migratory birds.

Responsa: The sources of fluoride are primanly from active facility operations and not subject to
direct control under Superfund. Nevertheless, the ROD does include a requirement for continued
monitoring of fluoride in the environment due to the potential risks caiculated in the ecological risk
assessment for plant and wildlife species of the sagebrush steppe ecosystem. If the monitoring
indicates fluoride levels may be increasing then additional actions, including some source controls,
may be warranted. In such a case EPA would then evaiuate the sources and work with the state
and Tribes to determine how best to achieve the necessary source controls. Currently, based on
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the findings of the ecological risk assessment, source controls or cleanup actions are not
warranted.

3. Comment: The Tribes are concemed with the uncertainty associated with the ecological risk
assessment findings for the Portneuf River, waterfowl, or sediment. The Tribes request CERCLA
design and implement a monitoring program to ensure contaminants are not entering the Portneuf
River via the National Poliutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulated discharge. The
Tribes also request further study of the area be conducted in order to determine the validity of the
modeling used in the ecological risk assessment.

Response: Based upon the findings of the R, the EPA Superfund program does not believe that

the FMC Industrial Waste Water Discharge is a continuous or significant source of contaminants

to the Portneuf River. This conclusion is based on analysis of discharge water and sediments in

the vicinity of the: Jutfall. However, EPA agrees that further evaluation of this discharge, including
additional monitoring, may be warranted. Since this is an ongoing discharge and not a past

practice, it is appropriate that this work be conducted through the EPA NPDES program.

With regard to concemns with the uncertainty of the ecological risk assessment EPA does not agree
that further study is necessary. At this site maximum use was made of site-specific exposure data
for the risk assessment, thereby reducing a major source of uncertainty typically associated with
the use of non site specific models. Fluoride exposure astimates for wildlife were based on
statistically designed sampling and analysis of representative food items, hence the modeied dose
estimates are considered to have a high degree of reliability. Toxicity testing and analysis of
sediments provide adequate information to evaluate potential contaminants to the Portneuf River,
which were judged to be minimal. In general, with the exception of analytical uncertainties for
fluonide, the conservative assumptions used in the risk assessment are more likely to overestimate
rather than underestimate the risks of adverse effects at the site. With the exception of the
marginal risks associated with fluoride, potentiai site related risks were not identified for the
riparian, riverine, or mudfiat habitats associated with the Portneuf River. These are the ecosystems
of greatest ecological concem in the site vicinity.

4. Comment: The ROD proposed implementing institutional controls in the form of environmental
easements, deed restrictions, or zoning. With what junsdiction entity will these easements, deed
restrictions or zoning be filed? Should this option be carried forward the Tribes request these
issues be clearly defined by all parties. The tribes assert and maintain jurisdiction within their
reservation boundaries.

Response: (See the response to previous comment number 5 on page B-12). Like all other deeds
and deed restrictions, these land use controls will be recorded and filed with the govemment office
within the jurisdiction, tribal or state, responsible for a specific area of the site. Recording gives
notice to any subsequent purchasers that any future {and transfer wiil contain such restnctions.

EPA will work jointly with the Tribe to develop controls within the reservation boundary that will
recognize the Tribes jurisdiction and meet the objective of the ROD.
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5. Comment: The Endangered Species Act and the Migratory Birds Treaty Act shouid be added
to the ARARSs for this site. Migratory birds are affected by off-site migration of contamination.

Response: Based upon the risk evaluation of benthic invertebrates, waterfowl, shorebirds,
songbirds, semi-aquatic mammals, and shrubs, potential site-related risks were not identified for
the jurisdictional wetlands or listed species of riparian, riverine, and mudfiat habitats with the
Portnuef River. With the exception of potentiai impacts to migratory birds from exposure to
contaminants in FMC open RCRA ponds, there is no other informatior. that would suggest
migratory birds are being affected by contamination at the site. The EPA RCRA program, which
regulates the FMC ponds, is aware of the trustee concems with regards to impacts to migratory
waterfowi and has been working with FMC to solve this problem through eventual elimination of
ponds and open bodies of water. The ROD does not include actions that would result in additional
areas of standing water and therefore the Endangered Species Act and Migratory Birds Treaty Act
are not applicable.

6. Comment The ROD proposes a monitoring program to assure the contamination plume does
not increase at the facility. The Tribes do not believe this option is the best balance of benefits and
tradeoffs. Natural mixing of clean and contaminated water does not justify a no treatment option.

Response: Contaminated ground water exists at more than 85 percent of the sites on the National
Priorities List (NPL). The goal of ground-water remediation at Superfund sites is to protect human
heaith and the environment through a combination of short-term measures (e.g., provision of
aftemate water supplies) and long-term measures to restore ground-water quality appropriate for
its beneficial uses. Remedial action for contaminated ground water generally is warranted when
EPA determines, based on the results of the baseline risk assessment, that the contamination
poses a current or potential threat to human health or the environment. Additionally, where the
ground water is currently used (or is potentially usable) as a drinking water supply, exceedance of
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and non-zero Maximum Contaminant Level Goais (MCLGS)
established under the Safe Drinking Water Act also may be used as the basis for taking a remedial
action. The goals of the long-term ground-water cleanup program are to returmn usable ground
waters to their beneficial uses wherever practicable, within a time frame and cost that is reasonable
given the particular circumstances of the site. When restoration of ground water to beneficial uses
is not practicable, EPA expects to prevent further migration of the plume, prevent exposure to the
contaminated ground water, and evaluate further nsk reduction.

Information coilected during the R! indicates that some areas of former unlined ponds are still
contributing chemicals to the groundwater to varying degrees and this will continue for some time
regardless of reductions in infiltration. The matenals beneath the former unlined ponds that contain
these residual concentrations of contaminants are fine to very fine grained soils and wastes, which
are above the water table. Extraction of groundwater adjacent to these areas would resutt in
capture of impacted groundwater, but would not significantly reduce the time required to reach
MCLs, because with very iow levels of infiltration (S percent), the source material will continue to
release contaminants to the groundwater over the next several decades at nearly the same
concentration (but at reduced quantities) as when the old ponds were in service. Additionally, to
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capture the groundwater over such a broad area would require many pumping wells and an
extensive piping system. It is aiso likely that large quantities of unimpacted (ciean) groundwater
would be extracted by the pumping wells. Large quantities of water would require treatment,
significantly increasing the treatment costs, without any appreciable environmental gain.

However, the goals of the long-term groundwater cleanup will be achieved at this site through
institutional controls to prohibit use of water for drinking purposes, continued monitoring, extracting
groundwater at Simplot, and, if necessary, implementation of the contingent groundwater extraction
system at FMC.

7. Comment: The tribes request there be consistency with the RCRA program in the closure of
pond areas at the facility. The tribes believe the most conservative measures must be utilized in
all areas where defintive data is lacking and that the most stringent closure requirements are use4d.

Response: The selected Superfund remedy for capping old pond areas is consistent with many
of the closure requirements of RCRA. The RCRA program can be very prescriptive as to how a
landfill cap is constructed due to specific provisions in the regulations. Superfund is bound to
consider a variety of factors in coming to a remedy decision including cost and risk reduction.
Nonetheless EPA believes that the selected Superfund cap remedy meets the fundamental goals
for a RCRA cap. That is, it minimizes infiltration and controls reieases to the extent necessary to
protect human heaith and the environment. At the oid pond areas the potential risk reduction
benefits to be gained by using the most stringent closure procedures do not justify the additional
costs associated with multi-layer impermeable caps or excavation and treatment of wastes. In
addition groundwater monitoring and five year reviews will be conducted indefinitely to ensure that
the remedy is protective. This may not necessarily be the case at open ponds that are still
operating which are subject to the specific closure requirements of RCRA.

8. Comment. The risk assessment for the site did not address risks to tribal culture from
contamination on tribal lands. These risks should be addressed due to the essential
interconnectedness of the tribal community, its religions, and environment.

Response: EPA acknowledges that the standard risk assessment process was not designed to
evaluate risks to Tribal cultural and spiritual values. Clearly tnbes and EPA need to work together
in the future to develop tribal-specific risk assessments and risk management strategies to address
these types of concems. However, EPA has considered the Shoshone Bannock Tribe a partner
during the design and conduct of the EMF site rnisk assessment. EPA sought input from the
Shoshone Bannock Tribe during every phase of the Rl and Risk Assessment.

During the R! both the Shoshone Bannock Tribe Superfund coordinator and representatives of U.S.
Fish and Wildiife Service were invoived in scoping the ecofogical risk assessment, selecting
sampling locations in the field, and interpreting the results. Throughout this process every attempt
was made to factor in tribal and agency concemns and include plant and animal species that were
of particular interest. Maximal use was made of site-specific exposure data and EPA's confidence
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in the results of the ecological risk assessments is considered to be high.

With respect to the human health risk assessment EPA did evaluate exposure to contaminants in
air, soil, groundwater, and from consumption of home-grown produce. As with the ecological risk
assessment many conservative assumptions were used to account for uncertainties. In the Human
Health Risk Assessment exposure to contaminants from consumption of home-grown produce
were caiculated using distributions from the U.S. Department of Agricuiture Nationwide Food
Consumption Surveys. These surveys take into account the physical characteristics (age, body
weight, etc.) of individuals responding to the surveys and include many demographic subgroups
within the overall population. EPA then took this information and estimated homegrown produce
intake rates using a Monte Carlo simulation since individuais do not consume fixed amounts of
homegrown produce. We befieve this anaiysis provides a reasonably accurate estimate of potential
exposures from home-grown produce and may provide a benchmark for other types of exposure
such as from native plants used for ceremonial or medicinal purposes.

10. Comment: There appears to be considerable uncertainty in the ecological risk assessment
particularly related to the bioassay of benthic invertebrates near the IWW outfall and use of
modeling information to assess exposures to wildlife. The Tribe requests that the ROD include
further study of the area in order to determine the validity of the modeling.

Response: See response to previous comment number nine. With regards to modeling of
contaminants and ingestion rates, EPA recently reevaluated the sediment ingestion rates for
waterfowl. In an August 15, 1997-letter the Department of Interior suggested considering a
sediment ingestion rate of 18 percent for mallards, rather than the 3.3 percent value used in the
ecological risk assessment. Apart from the question of which vaiue provides a better sediment
consumption estimate (EPA's is from a published source and is presented in USEPA guidance; the
Department of Interior reference is from a site-specific study at another location in idaho), the
adjustment makes little overall difference in the risk calculations. In fact, the risk assessment
already assumed a 18% sediment ingestion rate for another waterfowi species at the site, the
spotted sandpiper, and the risks for that species (Hazard Quotient = 0.14) was comparable to the
risks to the mallard (HQ = 0.17). For both species, sediment is only a small part of their total
exposure, since most (>90%) of their exposure is through ingestion of contaminated prey (see
Table 4-9 in the risk assessment report). Even if sediment exposure were increased by a factor
of 18/3.3 = 5.4545 for the mallard, its total exposure would increase only by about 5%. This is not
nearly sufficient to cause a change in the predicted risks (i.e., the mallard HQ would increase from
0.17 to approximately 0.18).
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Shoshohe-Bannock Trbes
Comments on EPA Proposed Plan / Record of Decision
" Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site

Inherent and fundamental differences exist between Native American and European perspectives
on environmental management. European culture examines the natural world in a stepped
approach to satisfy the scientific principles involved. Science by it’s very nature is based on
observations and facts that can be verified, reproduced and visible to anyone. This alone creates a
fundamental difference with the Native American perspective of the natural world. Fundamental
to Native American culture is the interconnected nature of species and relationships. Sacredness is
embeded in all forms - plants, animals, water, air and the natural landscape. Nature possesses a
symbolic content with interpretation of these symbolisms derived from traditional culture. This
holistic approach is a deep rooted cultural tradition, passed on from generation to generation

European culture creates its own sacred places in churches, wards and synagogues. This is not so
with Native American. Native Americans are attached to the land, water and life forms that come
from it. Spirguality is interwoven between individuals and the natural world with the belief that all
things share a creator and creation. Sacred sites are not located at a single street address or
within the walls of a church but to the reservation as a whole, the land, the life it supports, the
water that runs through, all natural processes. Identification with plants and animals is a key
characteristic of Indian culture. Plants and animals represent ties to generations past and present.
This belief of interconnectedness is transiated through their everyday lives and cultural traditions.
Ceremonies serve an integral role in native American culture as they mark marriages, namings,
funerals, first kills and intertwined with ceremonies and everyday activities are the relationship
with plants, animals, gathering ntuals, people, ancestors, water, sun and air .

All plants hold healing powers or qualities for both the body and spirit. An example sage brush,
which is 2 most respected plant, signifies purification and is used in traditional Native American
rituals. Water is referred to as the life blood of the reservation, it is used in spiritual ceremonies at
sweat lodges which may be likened to the use of “holy water” in a Catholic church or Baptismal
water used in other Christian religions. There is not a distinct separation of religion from plants,
animals, and other land forms provided by the creator.

Scienuific risk assessments, ecological assessments and overall management of environmental
media conflict with traditional views. To develop an acceptable nsk to humans, arumals and plants
by allowing for an acceptable amount of contamination is contrary to Native American ways.

lt is our hope that with this condensed version on Native American culture the U.S. EPA and
industries involved with the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site will gain a better appreciation
and understanding of the significance environmental contamination has on traditional values,
culture and all Shoshone-Bannock people on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation.

In spite of the philosophical differences, the tribes believe there is strong scientific argument,
based on uncertainties with the Remedial Investigation, Human Health Risk Assessment and
Ecological Risk Assessment, to suppor a non-concurrence with the Proposed Plan/ Record of

Decision for the Eastern Michaud Flats as currently drafted.



AIR

The ROD does not incfude action for air emissions based upon findings of the human health risk
assessment and ecological risk assessment. The ROD proposes to relinquish this portion of
remediation (o the air program, with a five year review period, at which time if it is evident that
continued emissions have occurred then additional action under CERCLA will be considered.
Although the air program is the authority which should regulate and insure compliance is
maintained with the NAAQS, NESHAPS and other sections of the Clean Air Act, the Tribes
request CERCLA address the uncertainties associated with this pathway prior. Concerns lie in
the timeliness of implementing a FIP / TIP and believe continued emissions will and are occurring
that may pose significant risks to public health and the environment. A five year review process
may not ensure protection of human health or the environment from emissions.

There was a high degree of uncertainty in the air portion of the RUFS at this site. However, the
baseline sk assessment (BRA) came out with results quantifying the risks each pathway posed
and used these risks to steer remedia..on options. Following is a list of uncertainties associated
with the air path. vay the Tribes believe need to be addressed, justifying additional action under

CERCLA:

. Phosphorus Pentoxide (P,0,) was never characterized due to industries claim of
inadequate or lacking technologies. Data suggests there is considerable emissions from
this chemical. The literature available on the chronic effects of exposure to P,O; is
lacking. The tribes suggest ATSDR or the National Toxicology Program determine health
effects from exposure to this chemical and techniques for development of methods to
monitor this chemical.

. Air monitonng stations were not placed in locations that would intersect emission plumes
from the plants. The intent of the air monitoring stations were to calibrate the modeling
effort; do to problems with the model data from the monitors was used. Had the monitors
been located in the direct pathway of the emission plumes, the resuits may have been
significantly different, changing the nisks measured from the air pathway and tniggering
additional remediation. Data from the monitors was used in calculating exposure for the
industrial scenario. It would be expedient to place air monitors on-site to actually mortor
concentrations in ambient air typical of what on-site workers would experience.

. Prior to the risk assessment and the RU/FS the FMC facility used ore from the Gay Mine.
Since 1994 the facility has been using ore from the Dry Valley Mine, which has a unique
chemical composition and is more enriched in metals and radionuclides. In addition, three
furnaces were operating during air monitoring, current operation uses 4 furnaces. Logic
follows that emissions from production using ore more enriched with metals and
radionuclides would result in contaminants more concentrated. What impact the added
furnace operation and the change of ore contributes to contaminants in the air and soil
pathway and the overall risk assessment numbers needs to be addressed.

. Radionuclides at this site seem 10 be falling through the regulatory cracks. The Nuclear




SOILS

Regulatory Commission regulates manmade radioactive material, the RCRA program
regulates chemical wastes. CERCLA, through the RUFS could have addressed this issue,
or referred it to the NESHAPS program, but it has not been addressed. NESHAPS
standard for compliance at this facility is based on one source of radioactive emissions, the
stack emissions from the calciner scrubbers. The mandate of NESHAPS calls for all
sources to be considered when developing permit limits. The emission from the ponds, as
well as potential other sources (ground flare and furnace flares) need to be quantified and
considered. This issue is of great concem to the Tribes. We request CERCLA work with
the NESHAP program to assure these other sources are accounted for and the
radionuclide issue is fully addressed through a regulatory program.

The ATSDR Fort Hall Study indicated there was an increase in bronchial problems,
pneumonia and respiratory illness in tribal members living on the Fort Hall Reservation.
Statistical significance could not be assured due to the small population of tribal members.
Perhaps this study should be expanded to include the surrounding communities. . Thus
would provide an added degree of assurance to what the actual risks are.

FMC has been conducting an epidemiological study of its workers over the years. The
Tribes believe this study could be relevant toward assessing actual risks to on-site
workers. The Tribes requcst this study be evaluated.

Soil samples in the EMF area found elevated levels of carcinogens, chemical and
radiological and non-carcinogen contaminants 1.5 to 2 times above background levels in
residential areas. lnitially consumption of homegrown produce was a pathway of concern
and one of the determining factors resuiting in HQ numbers over | which would trigger a
remediation response. After further analysis this pathway was determined to be lesser of a
nsk, resulting in no remediation for off-site soils. Of concemn is the degree of uncertainty
in transfer factors between soil/plant, plant/animal, bicavailability through the food chain
and ultimately actual levels of contaminants in the soil. The COPC continue to be present
in the air, are in the soil, and the potential for impacts is expected to increase over time
with continued air emissions. It makes little sense to remediate an area that is expected to
be re-contaminated. To quantify risks posed by this site in terms of chronic daily dose
while exposure continues and then develop remedial actions based on those nsk numbers
provides a false sense of security to the general public. Continued air emissions and
resulting deposition on soils may increase the risks. The Tribes request the CERCLA
program address the existing air ermussion issues and assure source controlis are
implemented before signing off on a ROD for thys site.

The Tribes believe the need for source control of fluoride emissions is warranted at this
time as is a monitoring program and request this remedy be integrated. The fluoride levels
in sagebrush steppe and soils clearly identifies an increase contamination in the area. In
addition, on going studies in the area have documented increased fluoride levels in hay
fields surrounding J R Simplot and FMC These crops are used to feed buffalo, horses,



cattle, sheep and other livestock. The tribes graze buffalo, cattle and horses in the Fort

Hall Bottoms area as close as 3 miles from the plants. Approximately 150 horses and 300

Buffalo are grazed year round in the Fort Hall Bottoms area. During winter months they C
are supplemented with alfaifa, some that is grown in the EMF area. Approximately 2000

head of cattle graze in the area 6 months out of the year, from October through May.

Histonical problems in the area documented fluorosis in livestock. The Tribes believe it is
warranted to identify, through local veterinanans or ranchers adverse effects elevated

fluonde levels may have on livestock in the area through monitoring or a study.

The Rod identifies IDAPA as an action specific ARAR for fluonide conceatrations in
ambient air which results in total fluoride content in vegetation used for feed or forage for
livestock. This standard is not protective of other species, specifically, migratory birds. It
is questionable if this standard is enforced within the state. Fluoride levels in the EMF area
reflect elevated levels above this standard. The tnibes believe source controls are needed
to reduce emission to a degree protective of all flora and fauna in the area.

ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

SURFACE WATER

The ecological risk assessment found no risk to the Portneuf River, waterfowl or

sediment. The Tribes believe this is an area of uncertainty and request for some type of

control to be put on the discharge point through the NPDES. The NPDES permit which

FMC operates under is at least 10 years outdated and monitors for minimal parameters. N
The Tribes request CERCLA structure or implement a monitoring program to ensure C y
contarminants are not entering the Portneuf River via the NPDES discharge Cadmum was

found in the sediment of the Portneuf River at 2.5 times above background. The source of

this is unknown but at question is the IWW ditch, where frequent upset/breakdown

conditions have documented loading of the Portneuf River with contaminants. -

-

Our information is the bioassay study of benthic invertebrates in the Portneuf
River, near the IWW outfall was conducted without oversight and an approved
CERCLA sampling plan. Regardless, local organisms were used to identify if
adverse effects from contamination had occurred. Local organisms would have
been previously exposed to environmental contaminants and through the natural
selection process may have mutated to develop resistance. This point is made to
communicate one more factor contnibuting to the tribes uncertainty of the
Ecological Risk Assessment findings.

The Tnbes have received information from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife indicating modeling
of contaminants for different species of wildlife, based on ingestion rates, can be
inaccurate when compared to actual scenarios at existing superfund sites. The tribes have
expressed concern for some time as to the findings of the Ecological Risk Assessment.
We request the ROD include further study of the area in order to determine the validity of
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the modeling.

. The ROD proposes implementing institutional controls in the form of environment

‘ easements, deed restrictions, or zoning. The tribes are concerned with this type of action,
it allows industry to pollute as long as they have the financial means to purchase the land
they contaminate and is contrary to the fundamental beliefs of Native Americans.
Institutional controls offer no permanent long-term solution to controlling pollution
sources. This type of option, in addition to source control, would offer added assurances
but alone does little to uphold the mandatory threshold criteria of CERCLA, protection of
public health and the environment. Jurisdictional issues have been at the forefront with
regard to environmental regulation at FMC. Historical practice warrants concern; this
entity chose to file for permits and zoning amendments within Bannock County and Power
County while ignoring Tribal policies. With what jurisdiction entity will these easements,
deed restrictions or zoning be filed? Tribal, County, BIA? Should this option be carried
forward the Tribes request these issues be clearly defined by all parties. The tribes assert
and maintain jurisdiction within the reservation boundanes. '

. The Endangered Species Act and the Migratory Birds Treaty Act should be added to the \
ARARs for this site. Migratory birds are affected by off-site migration of contamination.

GROUNDWATER

. The ROD proposes a monitoring program to assure the contamination piume does not
" increase at the facility. The tribes recognize there is a need to balance the cost of a ‘
remediation option with the benefits afforded from it. However, we do not believe this
‘ option is the best balance of benefits and trade-offs. Contaminated groundwater mixes
with cleanwater prior to discharging to the river, diluting the contamination to an |
acceptable level. This does not justify a no treatment option. Given the site history, the |
uncertainty surrounding the quantity of contamination in the ground throughout the
facility, the natural attenuation process, and if attenuation of contaminants in the soil will
continue to be bound at the same level all give rise to the need for some type of treatment.
The tribes recognize that without hydraulic head on areas with contamination the driving
force into the aquifer will be reduced. Still, the existing waste and contamination must be
addressed. We support the pump and treat option, recogruzing that this will not be a
stagnant process; changing technologies or methodologies may allow for other option at a

later date.
CAPPING
. The tribes request there be consistency with the RCRA program in the closure of pond

areas at the facility. Many of the areas identified for capping through CERCLA are best
guess estimates of the volume of contamunants based on the length of time the facility used



the area. The tribes believe the most conservative measures must be utilized in all areas
where definitive data is lacking as to the quantity and chemical characteristics of the
waste. RCRA may have more stringent guidelines in closure requirements for hazardous
waste. [f this is the case, the tribes request these closure requirements be use.

We believe the above issues must be addressed to adequately protect public health and the
environment. Although some comments may appear negative, the intent is to ensure all
environmental contamination is addressed.
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Qualitative Assessment of the Effect of Recent Air Monitoring Results on the findings of
the Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment for the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund
Site.

Recent air monitoring results for October 1996 through May 1997 have revealed generally higher
levels of airborne particulate matter immediately downwind from the EMF site than were found
during the period from October 1993 through September 1994 that was used as the basis of the
nisk estimates {or the air pathway in the Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (BHHRA) for .
the site. This brief report examines the effect these higher airborne particulate levels would have
on the results and conclusions of the risk assessment.

Quantitative estimates of the risks posed by airborne contaminants associated with the EMF site
were bascd on the actual concentrations of chemicals and radionuclides measured in airborne
particulate matter smaller than i. u in size (PM,,) - particles small enough to penetrate the lungs
and deposit there. The recent air monitoring results provide information on the total mass of
airborne PM 4 but not on the chemical and radiological composition of these particles. Therefore
it is not possible to calculate quantitative risk estimates directly from this recent data in the same
way the original risk estimates were obtained. However, the potential risks associated with the
higher levels of particulate matter can be approximated by simply scaling the risk estimates using
the total PM,, concentrations measured during the two periods if the composition of the particles
during those periods is assumed to be the same. Normally this would be a reasonable
assumption, however the change in the source and composition of the ore being processed by the
FMC facility between these two periods probably resulted in greater differences in the
composition of the particulate matter released by that facility during these periods than would
otherwise be expected. This and other factors that limit the accuracy and reliability of this
simple scaling approach are discussed below.

During the 1993-94 air monitoring program the quantity and composition of airbome particulate
matter was measured at seven locations in the vicinity of the EMF site (see Figure 3-3 of the
BHHRA). One of these locations, Station 2, was located between the northern boundary of the
FMC fenceline and Highway 30 just west of the boundary between the FMC and Simplot
facilities. During the 1996-97 air monitoring program the total mass of airbome particulate
matter (Total Suspended Particulates, or TSP) was measured at three locations, two locations
immediately downwind of the EMF facilities near the former Station 2 location, and one at a
nominally upwind location along Michaud Creek near the former Station S location. The
primary EPA monitoring station (designated “Primary™) for the 1996-97 period was located
several hundred feet east of the 1993-94 Station 2 location; the second downwind station,
established by the Shoshone-Bannock tribes (designated “Sho-Ban™), was also located east of the
former Station 2 location. The mass of particulate matter in two smaller size fractions, PM,; and
PM, ,, also was measured at the Primary EPA station. A summary of the data available as of this
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writing is provided in Table 1. The available PM,, and PM, ; (PM fine) data are shown C
graphically in the artached figure. ;

As noted above, the quantitative risk estimates in the BHHRA were based on the concentrations
of chemicals and radionuclides in the PM,, fraction. Therefore, only the PM,, measurements
made at Station 2 and the Primary EPA station are relevant to the quantitative risk estimates and
are reasonably comparable in terms of their geographical locations. The average PM,,
concentration measured at Station 2 from October 1993 through September 1994 was 55.75
pg/m’, while that measured at the Primary EPA station from October 1996 through May 1997
was 77.5 pg/m’, approximately a 39% increase. If the 1996-97 risks from airborne particulate
matter are approximated, as discussed above, by simply scaling the 1993-94 risk estimates using
the average PM,, concentrations measured during these periods, the estimated 1996-97 risks at
the Primary EPA monitoring station would be 39% higher than the 1993-94 risks at Station 2. In
the BHHRA, the chemical and radionuclide concentrations in the PM,, fraction of airbome
particles measured at Station 2 were used to estimate air pathway risks for workers at the FMC
and Simplot facilities (BHHRA Tables 5-5, 5-6, 5-8, and 5-9) and the hypothetical risks to future
residents that might live in the immediate vicinity of the Station 2 location (BHHRA Tabiles K-
19 and K-20). In order to esumate the approximate 1996-97 risks for these groups, the 1993-94
“Estimated Cancer Risks” should be muitiplied by 1.39. The appropriate “Background Cancer
Risks” should then by subtracted to obtain the approximate 1996-97 “Incremental Cancer Risks”.
Site related factors, like the number of furmnaces operating, would not affect background airbome
" particulate levels or risks, so the 1993-94 “Background Cancer Risks™ can be used in this simple
approach. A brief review of the 1993-94 risk estimates indicates that all of the estimates for site C
workers and hypothetical future residents fell in a range generally considered acceptable by EPA
and that none of the Incremental (i.c.: site related) risk estimates would increase to values that
would generally indicate a need for remedial measures as a result of the higher airbone
particulate concentrations observed during the 1996-97 air monitoring program. This finding
relates only to nisks from specific airborne chemical and radiological contaminants, not to the
total PM,, levels measured, which exceeded applicable standards on a number of occasions.

Uncertainties

One of the key assumptions inherent in the scaling approach to estimating the air pathway risks 1
during the 1996-97 monitoring period is that the chemical and radiological composition of the
airborne particulate maner was essentially the same during the 1993-94 and 1996-97 monitoring
periods. If the source of the ore being processed at the facilities and the facility processes
themselves had remained the same during these periods, it would probably be safe to assume that
the composition of the particulate matter released from the facilities during those periods also
was essentially the same. However, this was not the case. FMC changed the source of the ore
processed it its facility between the two monitoring periods. The new ore supply is naturally
higher in radionuclides than the old supply and there may be differences in the concentrations of
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some of the chemical constituents of the ore as well. All of the contaminants released to the
environment by the EMF facilities are believed to originate as natural constituents of the ore
processed by the facilities. Therefore a change in the composition of the ore being processed can
be expected to result in a corresponding change in the composition of the particulate matter
released by the facilities. In this case, the higher levels of radionuclides in the ore will likely
have resulted in higher radionuclide concentrations in the particulate matter released by the FMC
facility and correspondingly higher radiological cancer risks. Therefore, the radiological cancer
risks for the 1996-97 monitoring period are probably somewhat higher tl.an the simple scaling
approach indicates.

A number of comments were received by EPA regarding the 1993-94 air monitoring program
that raised concerns that the results obtained during the 1993-94 monitoring period were not
representative of the long-term air quality in the vicinity of the EMF site. The main reasons
expressed for these concerns were that only 3 of the 4 furnaces at the FMC facility « ere in
operation during much of the 1993-94 monitoring period and that no extended periods of air
stagnation, like those that have occurred in the area in the past, occurred during that period. Part
of the reason for conducting additional air monitoring around the site was to collect additional
data that might be more representative of the long-term air quality in the area. The fact that
higher airborne particulate levels were measured during the 1996-97 monitoring period suggests
that the concerns about the 1993-94 data may have been justified. Higher rates of particulate
emissions from the facilities and less favorable meteorological conditions may indeed have
contributed to the higher airbome particulate levels measured during the 1996-97 monitoring
period, but there also were other factors that could have contributed to the differences in the
results that should not be overiooked.

These factors include the following:

1. The locations of Station 2 in 1993-94 and EPA’s Primary monitoring station in 1996-97
were close to one another but were not exactly the same. As the differences between the
results obtained at the Primary EPA station and the Sho-Ban station illustrate, small
differences in monitoring locations, especially when they are close to an array of point
and small area sources like at the EMF site, can lead to noticeable differences in the
observations obtained.

2. A fourth furnace was operating at the FMC facility during most of the 1996-97
monitoring period that was not operating for much of the 1993-94 period. This could
result not only in an increase in the total emissions during the latter period, but also in
emissions coming from different point sources (i.e.: the furnace flare and pressure relief
valve for the fourth furnace) that were not active during much of the 1993-94 monitoring
period. The difference in the locations of these additional sources relative to the
monitoring locations could have contributed to the differences in the results obtained.

3. Two different air sampler models, manufactured by different firms, are approved by EPA

3



for use in measuring airborne particulate matter concentrations. Results obtained using C
either model are considered acceptable and equivalent by EPA for regulatory purposes, -
however most air monitoring practioners recognize that the Anderson Sampler typically

gives results slightly lower than those given by the Wedding Sampler. Anderson

Samplers were used in the 1993-94 program whereas Wedding Samplers were used in the

1996-97 program. The small difference in the typical performance of the two sampler

modeis may have contributed to the difference in the results obtained during the two

monitoring periods. '

There are seasonal differences in meteorological conditions in the Pocatello area that

contribute to characteristic seasonal differences in the levels of airborne particulate

matter, with levels typically being higher in the fall and winter than in the other seasons.

Particulate matter measurements are available for a full year for the 1993-94 monitoring

period, however results are only available for October through May for the 1996-97

period as of this writing. The present lack of results for the historically lower

concentration period of June through September of 1997 means that the seasons with

historically lower PM concentrations are currently under represented in the 1996-97

results. This also could contribute to the differences observed between the 1993-94 and

1996-97 resuits.
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SUMMARY OF AIR MONITORING RESULTS FOR PARTICULATE MATTER

OCTOBER 1996 THROUGH JUNE 1997
EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS SITE, POCATELLOQ, IDAHO

Concentration (ug/m3)

) Sample Sample oo Standard
Location T Count Minimum Av e | Maximum | Deviation
nmary . . i

|Fn‘mary PM10 74 2.5 77.5] 293.39999 53.5i

Primary PM-Fine 74 09 46.8 231.7 40.7

Sho-Ban TSP 165] 7.8000002 57.31 441.79999 59.0
round | TSP ~ 165 -0 78] 2455 24,




Date
10/07/96
10/08/96
10/09/96
10/10/96
10/11/96
10/12/96
10/13/96
10/14/96
10/15/96
10/16/96
10/17/96
10/18/96
10/1€/36
10720/96
10/21/96
10/22/96
10/23/96
10/24/96
10/26/96
10127196
10/28/96
10/29/96
10/30/96
10/31/96
11/02/96
11/05/96
- 11/06/96
11/07/96
11/08/96
11/09/96
11/10/96
11/11/96
11/12/96
11/13/96
11/14/96
11/15/96
11/16/96
11/17/96
11/18/96
11/19/96
11/20/96
11/21/96
11/22/96
11/23/96
11/24/96
11/25/96
11126/96
11727196
11/28/96
11/29/96
11/30/96
12/01/96

Primary - P Primary -P Prim-TSP  ShBn-TSP Bkgd-TSP

$2.200001

26

144

65.400002

68.599998

137.2

$9.700001

32.400002

28.700001

84.599998

32.099998

17.5

39.200001

28.1

35.200001

91.900002

S0

39.299999

133.8

116.9

204.8

61.900002

39.5

§7.400002

126.8

58.200001

40.400002

106.8

251

51.200001

64.900002

82.699997

119.4
85.699997
165.2
127.1

- 140.5
98.900002
§7.900002
198.60001
72.199997

184.2
39.299999
67.800002

121.8
200.39998
96.699997

228.5
8.3999996
36.299899

17.9
13.5
86.699997

114.2
141.89999
133.2
40.700001
415
§5.900002
62.900002
124

. 43
42.900002
90.5

123.7
276.79989
419.70001

22.1.

545
41.200001
51.5

122.6
60.099998
65.599998
52.5

108.3
54.799999

$8.700001
86.659997
104.2
1179
83.400002
59.700001
72.5

38.5
56.299999

183.3
176

39.599998

36.299999
73.599998
63.5
16.1
14.2

21.700001
37.200001

46.5
§5.559998

48
§7.200001
£9.400002
65.800003

12.2
9.8999996
65.699997

2453

84.5

135

11
54.700001
46.299999
9.8000002
s3

208

8

306

163.2
7.8000002
71.198997
115

27.1

56.400002
29.6

34.799998
16.700001

57.099998
17.6

7.4000001
3.5899999

6.8000002
5.3000002

14.6

20.6
62.700001
45

15
23.799999

5.0999999
4.0999999
S
2.0999989
43
53.5
78.599998
107.4
61.400002
3.8
2.5999999
11

2.5
1

45

1.3
44.300002
2.3

2
4.5999999
13

1.4

0.1

75

0.6

6.0999999




12/02/96
12/03/96
12/04/96
12/05/96
12/06/96
12/07/96
12/08/96
12/09/96
- 12/10/96
12/11/96
12/12/96
12/13/96
12/14/96
12/15/96
12/16/96
12/17/96
12/18/96
12/19/96
12/20/96
12/21/96
12/22/96
12123/96
12124/96
12/25/96
12/26/96
12127196
12/28/96
12029/96
12/30/96
12/31/96
01/01/97
01/07/97
01/10/97
01712197
01/13/97
01/16/97
01/19/97
01722197
01225/97
01726/97
0128/97
01/30/97
02/06/97
02/09/97
0/11/97
021297
02/18/97
02721197
02r24/97
0227197
03/02/97
03/05/97
03/08/97

46.900002
935
§7.299999
§7.799999
42.259999
0.9
88.900002
20.5

231.7

70.099998

197.8
22
13

184

26.6
33.400002
114.1

10.8

10.7

15.5
25.5

32.800002
52.799999

19.1
6.3000002

185
69.599998
68.400002
22.799999

67.300003

128.89999

72.599998

91.300003

66.199997

2.5

132.60001

58.799999

293.39999

§2.900002

246.89999
39.900002
35.299999

284
35.200001
42
154.10001
14.1

10.9

25.9
37.400002

71.199997
86.900002
35.299999
158
27.799989
149.89999
107.8
45.599998

168.39999
89.900002
128.89999
88.599998
73

75

184.3
132.10001
83.900002
72.400002
39.900002
63.799999
218.8

475

14.3

235

19.5
155.89999
45.200001
306
62.200001
173.60001
174.3
316.79999
236.10001
109.7
290.39999
187.10001
186

148.8

85.900002
254

70.699997
128.3
189.10001
64

2.5
57.099998
124.6
198.8
208.10001
40.700001
27.9
38.200001
8.1000004
52.700001
18.5

21.299999
19.1

17.9

214
19.700001
35.799999
56.299999
110.6
47.599998
16.1
282.10001
292.60001
.441.79999

35.299999

40.700001

125

8.3999996
9.3000002
8.1999998

0.6

2.5

37
2.5999999

2.4000001

1
5.1999998
12.5

0.5

1.2

11.9

23.5
6.3000002
31.5

184
5.3000002
14.9
7.8000002
2.2

0.9

0.1

0

0.3

0.3

3

1.9

245.5

216

12.7



03/11/97
03/14/97
03/17/97
03/20/97
Q32187
03/22/97
0323/97
03724/97
03726/97
03727197
03/28/87
03/29/97
03730597
03731/97
04/01/97
04/02/97
04/03/97
04/04/97
04/05/87
04/06/97
04/07/97
04/08/97
04/09/97
04/10/97
04/11/37
04/12/97
04/13/97
- 04/14/97
04/15/97
04/16/97
04/17/97
04/18/97
04/19/97
042197
04/22/97
04723197
04/24/97
04/25/97
04/26/97
04727197
04/28/97
04/29/97
04/30/97
05/01/97
05/02/97
05/03/97
05/04/97
05/08/97
05/06/97
05/Q7/197
05/08/97
05/10/197
05/11/97

150.8

55
69.900002
28.299999

34.300002

70.199997

22.799999

18.299999

214

65.599998

11.3

48.200001

41.299999

27.799999

32.700001

36

166

24

70.699997

28.299999

187.2

14.8

107.6
69.199997

62.400002

146.10001

36.099998

46.099998

61.299999

120.9

20.700001

94.099998

91.5

64.699997

70.699997

60

35.099998

36.799999

1123

51.5

69.698997
83.300003
43.099998
85.300003
545
165.89999
109.2
72.900002
39.900002
96.300003
136.39999
53.700001
12.7
88.099998
775
20.299999
67.300003

1117
32.200001
20.200001

35.5
23.6

103.5
90.099998
70.599998

65.400002

72
58.900002
70.199997
65.099998
59.799999
98.800003
61.700001
45.099998
73.099998

51.700001
53.700001
28.700001
30.200001
41.900002
107.8
45.200001
60.700001
71.589998
34.299999
53.400002
38.400002

46.5

18.6

45
42.400002
40.299999

37.400002
44599998
26

2343
113.2
19.799999
10.7
58.599998
§5.799999

<.
90

45.700001
33.599998
21.299999
35.700001
27.200001
85.300003
54595998
30.700001

98.199997
75.800003
37.400002
20.200001
33.500002

23.9

14.4

255
52.700001
13.7

116

10.4
7.8000002
65.400002
114 4
50.400002
41.099998
39.200001
26.799999
29
76.400002
40.5

15.3
7.1999998
29.200001

14.4

23.9
25.700001

12

14.3
3.8000001

10.1

15.9

10.1

16.9

143
38.200001

19.5

1.2

12.6
32.299999
29.9
28.2999S9
19.700001
10.7
15.7
10.5

23.799999
56.599998
7.4000001
8.1999998
10.1
5.4000001
3.7
3.2
8.6000004
16.200001
6.5
4.4000001
3.9000001
6.3000002
4.8000002
18
136
27.5
16.799999
16.6
23.200001
284
28.799999




08/12/97
05/1397
05/14/97
05/15/97
0s/16/97
05/17/97
05/18/97
05/19/97
05720197
05/22/97
0597
0524/97
08/25/97
05/26/97
05/27/97
05/28/97
0S/29/97
08/30/97
05/31/97
06/02/97
06/03/97
06/04/97
06/05/97
06/06/97
06/08/97
06/09/97
06/10/97
0611197
06/12/97
06/13/97
06/14/97.
06/15/97
06/16/97
06/17197
06/18/97
06/19/97
06/20/97
06721197
06/22/97
0672397
06/24/97
06/25/97
06/26/97
06/27/197
06/28/97
06/25/97

60.900002

48.200001

40.200001

15.8

38

50.200001

87.199997

25.1

113.3
69.800003

82

43.200001
69
89.199997

151.60001

62.799999

100.2
112.9

77.5

101.6
81.099998
104.4
43.400002
94.500002
65
48.799999
§3.400002
23.4
63.299999
83.400002
52.799999

25.1
281
151.5

87.300003
68.199997
38.799999
63.799999
34.200001
19.9
71.300003
103.1
48.200001
23.200001
$1.200001
40.200001
64
45.800002
71.099998
113.6
144.5
74.800002
63.200001
271
244
30.700001
81.300003
85.099998
95.099998
65.099998

46.5
45.299999
30.200001
39.595998

37
48.299999
24798999

61
72.800003
65.199997
33.800002
20.700001
23.200001
54.299988

251

16.5
36.599998

21.799999
167.3
27.799989
205
16.700001
125
21.200001
23.5
55.299999
25.4
19.799999
48.400002
18.4
28.200001
48.400002
249
32.299999
48.200001
43.099998
32.599998
251
28.799999
33.799999
86.199997
61

100.1
76.199997

31.799999
275
24.299999
24.200001
36
28.700001
16
21.299999
21.200001
18.299999
16.299999
10.6
4.6999998
6.1999998
14.8

7
16.200001

22.799999
13.7
12.4
9.8999996
7.8000002
15.6

9.3000002
116

18.1

114

14

171

10.3

154

18.7

12.2
24.700001
19.299989
15.3

10.1

29.1
45.599998
52.799999
345
31.299999
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APPENDIX C

STATE OF IDAHO CONCURRENCE WITH REMEDY

RECORD OF DECISION
FOR
FINAL REMEDIAL ACTION
EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS SUPERFUND SITE
POCATELLO, IDAHO

C-1



STATE_OF 10AMO

DIVISION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

wE?

1410 North Hiton, Boise. 10 83706-1255. (208) 373-0502

May 19, 1998

Chuck Clarke, Regional Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Ave.

Seattle, WA 98101

Subject:  State of idaho Concurrence on the Eastern Michaud Flats Record of Decision

This letter is to notify the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) that the State of idaho
concurs with the Record of Decision (ROD) for the East Michaud Flats Superfund site in

Pocatello, Idaho.

| am pleased with the work by our respective staff which has lead to this ROD concurrence.
The Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ) participated in review of the Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study Report, including the risk assessment and preceding
work plans, technical documents and data. DEQ participated in the evaluation of cleanup
altematives in preparation of the EPA proposed plan, and participated in public meetings
held during the comment period. Subsequent to the close of the public comment period,
DEQ provided review and comment on draft versions of the EPA Record of Decision and
responsiveness summary. We intend to continue our involvement with EPA toward
implementation of this ROD. "

Sincerely,

(hitleel V)

Wallace N. Cory, P
Admnistrator
Division of Environmental Quality

WNC:DN:mp

Phup E. Baft, Governor

C

%




RT HALL INDIAN RESERVATION
HONE (208) 238-3700

=AX # (208) 237-0797

L\

FORT HALL BUSINESS COUNCIL
P. O. BOX 306
FORT HALL. IDAHO 83203

{208) 785-2080

RECEIygp  June 3. 199%

Mr. Randail Smith, Director
Environmental Cleanup Office
U.S. EPA Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue ‘lice
Seattle. WA 98101

Decar Mr. Simith:

Ths letter is submitted on behalf of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Indian
Reservation regarding the United States Environmental Protection Agency’'s Record of Decision
for the Eastern Michaud Fiats Superfund Site located on and adjacent to the Fort Hall
Reservation. The remedial actions were developed in accordance with the requirements of the
Coimnprehensive Environmental Response Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C.
Section 9601 et seq. (CERCLA)} as amended, and the National Qif and Hazardous Substances
Follution Contingency Flan (NCP), 40 C.F.R. Part 300.

In Qctober 1997, we expressed our concern that the proposed Record of Decision
‘RO did not sufficiently address and protect human healith and the environment. We met
with you and members of your staff to attempt to resoive Tribal concerns based on our written
com.rients as well as our non-concurrence with the proposed plan and ROD. In March of this
vear we again met with EPA representative to discuss our ongoing dissatisfaction with tite
pronosed ROD. Further written comments were provided by the Tribes in April. Review of the
Fivat RUD, Declaration, Decision Surnmary, and Responsiveness Summary has been completed
by the Tnbas. The Tribes support the following elements of the proposed plan: rnonitoring of
Huuride emissions oft-site, rnomitoring Jround waler 10 insure no increases in the
contarnnation, and capping ot historical pond areas. Fiowever, we believe thes: measures
should accompany additior.al action such as treatment of groundwater and source control of

LOXIC @OUSHI0NS.

The Fort Hall Reservation is the homeland of the Tribes as guaranteed by the Fort
Bridyer Treaty signed in 1868. Acgcordingly, the reservation lands are trust resources to be
nretectea Ly the trustee eFA. In iight of this, the Reservation is substantially different from the
st ofteresanvonon prvately heid lands snd requires extra protection based on federal lav:.
its therelors incumbent upor the EPA, purscant to the EPA Indian Policy. its gencral trust
Aolationsnip witi, a tribai goverament and the Environmental Just:ce Policy, tc afford such
rotactions to the Shushone-Bannccl: Tribes and their lands. The ROD in its final state tails to
provide such protection. Instead, the treaty homelands are treated as any cther private 1and in
the Whichaad Elats area. In addition, there is not sufficient protection for the human health of
ti.¢ Recervabivi: pupulation. We certamiy would agree the overall remedy and acuions taken Ly
Jie U.S. Envaonirental Protecticn Agency are well intended. Howevar, we must once again [ :
son-concuirance wat!s the Final ROD. Thas letter cets forth our reasons for non-concufrence.



Overall, we do not believe the remedial actions sufficiently protect human health and
the environment of residents and members of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. The remedy
assumes continued operation of the plants by FMC and Simplot in compliance with all Federal C
and State environmental requirements. The FMC plant is not in compliance with ail Federal -
environmental requirements; specifically, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and the
Clean Air Act. In addition, toxic emissions through the air pathway historically and currently
have no federal requiatory requirements and will not until a Federal and Tribal Iimplementation
Plan is promuigated and a Federal Operating Permit is issued. Moreover, it is uncertain if toxic
air emissions from the FMC facility will be regulated within this scheme. The National
Poitution Discharge Elimination System permit FMC holds for discharge to the Portneuf River is
a decade old and provides no contaminant limits on heavy metals, some of which were found
elevated in the Portneuf River sediments. Groundwater contamination from this site is entering
the Portneuf River and flowing into the Fort Hall Bottoms area. The Portneuf River is a gaining
stream which dilutes the contaminants. However, attaining acceptable contaminant levels as a
resuit of dilution, and at the point of dilution is not an acceptable remedy for the Tribes.

Qur non-concurrence is also based on the inadequacy of studies, the failure to review
existing health studies, and the lack of scientific investigation by the EPA. The EPA undertook
a baseline human health and ecologicai nisk assessment of the Michaud Flats area as part of
the CERCLA investigation and the results of these assessments directed the cleanup remedy.
A compiete emission inventory was not conducted and the complete array of toxic emissions
were not characterized or factored into the assessment, specifically, phosphorus pentoxide,
speciation of radionuclides, hydrogen cyanide, and phosphine. The Tribes requested EPA to
evaluate the FMC mortality study and epidemiological study of FMC workers. No action was
taken on the Tribes’ recommendation. Airborne contaminants from the plants at this Site have
resulted in elevated concentrations of cadmium, fluoride, radionuclides, and zinc in surface
soils. The Ecological Risk Assessment notes that the potential for impacts is expected to C
increase over time with continued air deposition. While monitoring for contaminants will g
provide information it does not provide a permanent solution for, or prevention of future
contamination.

Neither the Human Health or Ecological Risk Assessments considered the impacts on
cultural resources of the Tribes. In an October 1997 meeting EPA agreed to consider native
uses of plants in the human health risk assessment. Subsequently the Tribes were notified by
EPA that a comparison to the fruit and vegetable study conducted in the human health risk
assessment would be the benchmark for consideration of hea'th affects from cultural uses of
native plants. The Tribes did not believe this comparison, consumption of fruits and vegetables
by Non-Native Americans would be representative of the actual cultural uses of plants and
animals. and the nisks posed from those uses. Therefore, data on the cultural plants and uses
was not provided to the EPA. While the ecological nsk assessment identified risks to individual
species. risks 10 the ecological community popufation was the departure point for determining
action. Many Tribal members on the Fort Hall Reservation practice subsistence hunting and '
tishing and may be at greater risk for exposure to contaminants through ingestion of plants and
amimals containming contaminants.

Institutional controls within the boundaries of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation does not
afford protection from future contamination of our land. Additionally, we assert our jurisdiction
and sovereignty nghts within the boundaries of the Reservation and would require any controls
to comply with Tribal laws and policies.




Furthermore. we do not concur due to the inconsistency between EPA’s RCRA and
CERCLA programs at the FMC facility regarding hazardous waste. Although EPA RCRA and
CERCLA programs have a memorandum of understanding regarding coordination of remedial
activities at this site, environmental requirements imposed within the facility by these
programs, regarding the same type of hazardous waste are inconsistent between the programs.
The Tribes agree with the need to cap the old hazardous waste pond areas but believe there
should be consistency on the requirements imposed.

In conclusion, our position with regard to the CERCLA remedial action on the Fort Hall
Reservation has always been to insure that all environmental contamination is adequately
addressed. As we have explained to EPA we must preserve our Reservation for future
generations. Unfortunately, as presented, the EPA’s Record of Decision does not adequately
address or provide sufficient protection for present and future generations of the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes. We respectfully do not concur with the Record of Decision.

Sincerely,
-

Mﬁ YLty

Arnold Appenay, Chairman
Fort Hall Business Council

cc: Tribal Attorney Office

Genevieve Edmo, Land Use Director
Susan Hanson, Program Manager
Kathy Gorospe. Director, AIEQ

Stan Speaks, BiA Area Director
Sam Hernandez. BIA

Chuck Clarke, Regional Administrator
Doug Cole, Tribal Liaison

Bill Adams, EPA Project Manager
Jim McCormick, FMC Coordinator
Gov. Phil Batt, State of ldaho

Wally Corey, DEQ

Gordon Brown, Pocatello, DEQ
Preston Sieeger, DOI

Susan Burch, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Senator Dirk Kempthorne

Senator Larry Craig

Representative Mike Crapo



APPENDIX D

METHOD USED TO ESTIMATE CONCENTRATIONS OF RADON
IN INDOOR AIR

RECORD OF DECISION
FOR
FINAL REMEDIAL ACTION
EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS SUPERFUND SITE
POCATELLO, IDAHO
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Method Used to Estimate Radon Concentrations in Indoor Air

Both facilities at the EMF site are currently expected to continue operations for the foreseeable
future; however, there is aiways a possibility that one or both facilities could cease operations
and that the land could be converted to an alternate use. Because of the industrial nature of the
facilities and the large amount of waste materials stored at the facilities, the likely alternate
future use would be commercial or industrial use. Under such a future use scenario, a worker
employed at the redeveloped site would probably have the greatest potential exposure to site
contaminants. During site redevelopment, new buildings couid be constructed in areas of the site
with elevated levels of radionuclides in the soil. Workers using such buildings could be exposed
to elevated levels of radon in indoor air that infiltrated the buildings from the adjacent soil.

Radon-222 concentrations in indoor air resulting from infiltration of vapors from contaminated
soil were estimated using a two-step process. First, the concentration of radon-222 in soil gas
adjacent to the building basement was estimated. The concentration in soil gas then was reduced
using an attenuation factor to estimate the concentration of radon-222 in indoor air.

Neither radon-222 nor its parent, radium-226, was measured in site soils; therefore, the concen-
trations had to be estimated. First, the concentration of radium-226 was derived from the
measured gross alpha activity using an extrapolative method recommended by EPA; 25% of the
gross aipha activity was attributed to radium-226. The estimated radium-226 soil concentration
was then multiplied by an emanation coefficient to obtain the concentration of radon-222 present
in soil gas. Because radon-222 has a half-life of 3.8 days, the emanation factor accounts for the
radioactive decay of some of the radon before it can escape from the soil. An emanation
coefficient of 25% was used; this value is the average of the emanation coefTicients reported for
phosphogypsum (20%) and water treatment sludges (fertilizers) (30%) (USEPA 1993).

Once the concentration of radon-222 in soil gas adjacent to the building basement was deter-
mined, it was multiplied by an attenuation factor, derived using a model developed by Johnson
and Entinger (Johnson and Ettinger 1991), to obtain the concentration in the air inside the
building. The model predicts an attenuation coefficient (AC) based on the infiltration of
chemical vapors into buildings through cracks and openings in the foundation and on building
ventilation characteristics (see Attachment A for the spreadsheet used to calculate the AC).

Johnson and Ettinger present a sample calculation showing the derivation of AC for a typical
residential building. Since the model is being used in this report to estimate indoor radon
concentrations in a hypothetical building that might be constructed on site in the furure, the
dimensions and other characteristics of which are unknown. most of the parameter values used in
the sample caiculation were retained unless there was a site-specific reason to modify them (see
Attachment A). The effective diffusion coefficient. soil permeabilin, and the building ventila-
tion rate were changed from values used in the sample calculation as follows:

*  The Effective Diffusion CoefTicient: The effective diffusion coefficient
presented in the Johnson and Ettinger paper is for benzene and is inappropriate
to use for radon. The radon diffusion coefficient used in the EMF calculations,
3 x 107" ecm™/s. is for sand-like material (Cothern and Smith 1987) and was
provided in a memo from Bechtel Environmental. Inc.. to the EPA (Bechtel
1993).




*  Soil Permeability: The value used for soil permeability, 1.0 x 1077, which is
slightly lower than the value used by Johnson and Ettinger, is the average
permeability for fine- to medium-grained sand. The solid materials on the site
range from very fine wind-blown soil (loess) and process wastes to coarse slag
material, and it is not known on what type of material future construction might
take place. The value used is believed 1o be a reasonabie estimate of the average
permeability of the materials at the site. The Johnson and Ettinger mode! is
particularly sensitive to the value used for soil permeability. In fact, there is
almost a direct correlation between the estimated soil permeability and the
predicted concentration of radon in indoor air.

» DBuilding Ventilation Rate: The default vaiue for the building ventilation rate
provided in Johnson and Ettinger was doubled to 5.8 x 10” cm”/s, which
corresponds to a towal basement air exchange rate of |/hr. The default value
which corresponds to a total basement air exchange rate of 0.5/hour is thought
to be appropriate for relatively new residential buildings. but too conservative
for commercial or industrial buildings where more activity likely would occur
(1.e.. frequent opening and closing of doors, etc.).

Finally, the indoor air radon concentrations predicted using the outlined approach were com-
pared to the measured values obtained at the Simplot facility in 1990 (Bechtel 1993) as a reality
check. The indoor air radon concentrations obtained starting from the gross aipha activity in
background soil correspond well to the lowest levels measured in Simplot's buildings in 1990
(1.25 vs. 0.2 10 1.8 pCi/l). Likewise, the predicted radon-222 in indoor air corresponding to the
exposure point gross alpha levels in FMC and Simplot soils are only slightly higher than the
maximum concentrations detected in the Simplot buildings (predicted: FMC: 10.5, Simplot: 9.4
vs. maximum measured values of 7.9 and 8.3 pCi/l - excluding the Frontier Building where ore
samples were stored). Although there is uncertainty in the model calculations because of the
lack of facility-specific data, these comparisons suggest that the model provides a reasonable
estimate of the levels of radon-222 in indoor air to which future site workers might be exposed.
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

HEADING: 1. 0. . . SITE IDENTIFICATION
SUB-HEAD: 1. 1. . . Vol.1 - Correspondence
SUB-HEAD: 1. 1.1, . Vol.1 - Formal Correspondence

.11, . Vol.1 - 000060 DOCID: €508

DATE: PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp. -

DESCRIPTION: Transmits a copy of the EPA approved sampling work plan and a hydrogeologic assessment report.

1. 1. 1. . Vol. 1 - 000001 DOCID: 6416

DATE: 11/7/56 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

Keith A. Bithel/Unknown ' Lloyd Haight/Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Shows tabulation of the amount of water used in the plant, the amount available and the source and C
lists reclaimed Westvaco waste water.

1. 1.1, . Vol 1 - 000002 DOCID: 6417

DATE: 21977 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S): ' ADDRESSEE(S):
J. F. Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co. : Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Comments on the 06/10/76 regulation pertaining to effluent guidelines and standards for the mineral,
mining and processing point source category.

1. 1.1 . Vol 1 - 000003 DOCID: 6419

DATE: 1/10/79 PAGES: 6 |
AUTHOR(S): - ADDRESSEE(S):
Neil C. Elphick/FMC Corp. Douglas M. Costle/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Discusses why EPA's designation of FMC's phosphorus plant "slag pile" as a "hazardous waste
dump site” is in error.

1. 1.1, . Vol.1 - 000004 DOC ID: 6420

DATE: 4/3/80 PAGES: 1 . C\
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): A
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX -
John Moeiler/State of idaho ' Site File/EPA

DESCRIPTION: FMC PCB-Transformers.

1.1 1. . Vol.1- 000011 DOCID: 6436

DATE: 2r20/85 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
F. H. Herbert/FMC Corp. L. W. Stokes/State of Idaho

DESCRIPTION: Summary of the progress made in 1984 in dealing with potential groundwater contamination sources
at FMC's elemental phosphorus plant.

1. 1.1 . Vol.1- 000012 DOCID: 6437

DATE: 1/28/86 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
F. H. HerbertFMC Corp. Lynn McKee/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Discusses continuous releases at the Pocatello facility.

1. 1.1, . Vol.1 - 000013 DOCID: 6461

DATE: 3/31/86 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bradley Harr/State of Idaho Deborah Fiood/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Requests copies of parallel reports sent to Region X and copies of any EPA response to FMC to add
to their site file.

1. 1.1, . Vol 1 - 000014 DOCID: 6462

DATE: 4/15/86 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA Bradley Harr/State of Idaho

DESCRIPTION: Transmits a copy of the requested parallel report sent to EPA by FMC.

1. 1.1 . Vol.1 - 000015 DOCID: 6483

DATE: 4/15/86 PAGES: -1
AUTHOR(S): _ ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA Bradley Harr/State of Idaho

DESCRIPTION: Transmits a copy of the requested parallel report sent to EPA by FMC.

1.1. 1. . Vol 1 - 000016 DOCID: 6464

DATE: 1/26/87 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

6/24/98 . U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page 1-3



(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

Daryl F. KochiIDHW "~ ~ John Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Requests a visit to the facility to assess hazardous chemica! storage and waste disposal methods.

1.1 1. . Vol.1 - 000005 DOCID: 6422

DATE: 7/14/80 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
Ann A. Grant/FMC Corp. Dary! K. Koch/IDHW

DESCRIPTION: Transmits information requested including a map and PCB analyses test results.

1. 1.1 . Voi.1 - 000006 DOCID: 6424

DATE: 7/14/81 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. F. Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co. Daryl K. Koch/IDHW

DESCRIPTION: Vanadium catalyst transported to WesCon.

1. 1.1, . Vol 1 - 000007 DOCID: 6425

DATE: 12/10/82 ' PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(SY}:
F. H. Herbert/FMC Corp. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Discharge of elemental phosphorus at FMC Corp., Pocatello, Idaho, 11/29/82.

1. 1.1, . Vol 1 - 000008 DOCID: 6426

DATE: 2/4/83 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
Russell H. Wyer/EPA Charles E. Findley/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Reasons for non-inclusion of the FMC-Pocatello site on the public docket.

1. 1.1 . Vol.1 - 000008 DOCID: 6432

DATE: 2/7/84 PAGES: 10
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
John Moeller/State of Idaho Gordon Hopson/Unknown

.-y
DESCRIPTION: Questions regarding filtration of PCB transformer oil sold to Ekotek, Inc.

1. 1. 1. . Vol.1 - 000010 DOCID: 6434

DATE: 2/21/84 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
George A. Brooks/Ecology & Environment, Inc. John E. Osbom/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Memo concerning appropriate approach to complete E & E's investigations of the FMC and Simplot

facilities.

1. 1.1 . Vol.1 - 000023 DOCID: 6471

DATE: 7/2/87 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ' ADDRESSEE(S):
Karl A. Morgenstem/Ecology & Environment, Inc. John E. Osbom/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Draft field operations work plan, FMC Corp./J. R. Simpiot Co.

1.1.1. . Vol.1 - 000024 DOCID: 6472

DATE: 7/7/87 ' PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp. George A. Brooks/Ecology & Environment, inc.

- DESCRIPTION: Groundwater data submittal request.

1. 1. 1. . Vol.1 - 000025 DOCID: 6473

DATE:. 7/10/87 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Fiood/EPA Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits copies of a trip report and an investigation strategy.

1. 1.1 . Vol.1 - 000026 DOC ID: 6474

DATE: 7/10/87 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA John Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits the trip report from Ecology and Environment's site visit on 03/19/87 and an investigation
strategy.

1. 1. 1. . Vol 1 - 000027 DOC ID: 6475

DATE: 7/17/87 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA John Cochrane/J. R. Simpiot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits a copy of the EPA approved sampling work plan for FMC/Simplot and a hydrogeologic
assessment report.

1. 1.1 . Vol 1 - 000028 DOCID: 6476

DATE: 7/27/87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
F. H. HerbertyFMC Corp. Robie G. RusselVEPA
DESCRIPTION: FMC's second annual reporting of continuous releases from the Pocotello elemental phosphorus

facility.

1.1.1. . Vol 1 - 000017 DOCID: 6465

DATE: 3/4/87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
David A. Buecker/Ecology & Environment, inc. John Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Confirmation of site visit scheduled for 03/19/87.

1. 1.1, . Vol.1 - 000018 DOCID: 6466

DATE: 3/6/87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
David A. Buecker/Ecology & Environment, inc. Mark Bowman/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Confirmation of visit to FMC Corp. on 03/26/87.

1. 1.1. . Vol 1 - 000019 DOCID: 6467

DATE: 3r26/87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. F. Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co. . Jeff Whidden/Ecology & Environment, Inc.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits site investigation information.

1. 1. 1. . Vol.1 - 000020 DOCID: 6468

DATE: 3/31/87 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S).
David Buttelmarn/FMC Corp. Jeff Whidden/Ecology & Environment, Inc.

DESCRIPTION: Letter of transmittal for photographs taken during a site visit on 03/26/87. (Photos not attached)

1. 1. 1. . Vol.1 - 000021 DOCID: 6469

DATE: 4/16/87 PAGES: 7 ‘ _
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): -
Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp. George A. Brooks/Ecology & Environment, Inc.

DESCRIPTION: Site inspection information requested during a site visit on 03/26/87.

1. 1. 1. . Vol. 1 - 000022 DOCID: 6470

DATE: 5728/87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
J. F. Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co. Deborah Flood/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Comments on sampling work plan. (Contains marginalis)

.11 . Vol 1 - 000035 DOC ID: 6482

DATE: 8/19/87 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. F. Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co. Deborah Flood/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Comments on sampling work plan {with handwritten notes)

1.1.1. . Vol 1 - 000036 DOCID: 6483

DATE: 8/25/87 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): . ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits information regarding confidentiality of FMC process information.

1.1.14. . Vol 1 - 000037 DOCID: 6484

DATE: 9/4/87 ' PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp. Deborah Flood/EPA

‘ DESCRIPTION: Formal request that portions of the E & E trip report dated 04/10/87 and the Field Operations Work
Plan dated July 1987 be handled as confidential.

1. 1. 1. . Vol 1 - 000038 DOCID: 6485

DATE: 9/22/87 PAGES: 1 _
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA Stu Englert/ldaho State Journai

DESCRIPTION: Provides a copy of the document requested, dated 05/12/80 and prepared by the Idaho Department
of Health and Weilfare.

1. 1. 1. . Vol.1 - 000039 DOCID: 6486

DATE: 10/5/87 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah W. Gates/Unknown Deborah Flood/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Request for ORC assistance on a confidentiality issue regardmg FMC's precipitator slurry handling
process.

1.1. 1. . Vol 1 - 000040 DOCID: 6487

' DATE: 12/1/87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
M. C. GodwirvJ. R. Simplot Co. Deborah Flood/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter challenging statements made by E&E personnel in the trip report memorandum of 04/10/87.

1. 1. 1. . Vol 1 - 000029 DOC 1D: 6477

DATE: 8/5/87 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): - ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA Susan Ball/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

DESCRIPTION: Transmits a copy of the EPA approved work plan for the FMC/J. R. Simplot facilities.

1. 1.1 . Vol 1 - 000030 DOCID: 6478

DATE: 8/12/87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Marc E. Bowmar/FMC Corp. Deborah Flood/EPA

DESCRIPTION: ' Letter stating concerns over statements contained in trip report dated 04/10/87.

1. 1.1, . Vol 1 - 000031 DOCID: 8005

DATE: 8/12/87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Marc-€. Bowman/FMC Corp. _ Deborah Flood/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Letter stating concerns over statements contained in trip report dated 04/10/87. (Contains C
marginalia)

1. 1. 1. . Vol.1 - 000032 DOCID: 6479

DATE: 8/19/87 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. F. Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co. Deborah Flood/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Comments on sampling work plan.

1. 1.1 . Vol 1 - 000033 DOCID: 6480

DATE: 8/19/87 PAGES: 10
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. F. Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co. Deborah Flood/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Comments and attached handwritten notes on sampling work plan.

1. 1. 1. . Vol 1 - 000034 DOCID: 6481

DATE: 8/19/87 PAGES: 6 ~
AUTHOR(S): | ADDRESSEE(S): @
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Deborah Flood/EPA _ John Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits a copy of the report of the site investigation undertaken in August and September 1987.

1.1 1. . Vol 1- 000047 pocC iD: 64394

DATE: 5/27/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits a copy of the report of the site investigation undertaken in August and September 1987.

1. 1.1 . Voi.1 - 000048 DOC 1D: 64385

DATE. 5/27/88 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): _
Deborah Flood/EPA Susan Ball/'Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

DESCRIPTION: Transmits a copy of the report of the site investigation undertaken in August and September 1987.

1.1 1 . Vol.1- 000049 DOCID: 6496

DATE: 7/15/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ' ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA Stuart Englerfidaho State Joumal

DESCRIPTION: Transmits a copy of the investigation of the FMC and J. R. Simplot facilities done by E & E.

1. 1.1 . Vol 1 - 000050 DOCID: 6497

DATE: 8/4/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ' ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits a corrected copy of the investigation of the FMC and J. R. Simplot facilities done by E &
E.

1. 1.1, . Vol.1 - 000051 DOCID: 6498

DATE: 10/21/88 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Rene C. Fuentes/EPA David BennetYEPA

DESCRIPTION: FMC water quality data.

1. 1. 1. . Vol.1 - 000052 DOCID: 6499

DATE: 5/17/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
J. F. Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co. Deborah Flood/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Field operations work plan for FMC Corporationvd. R. Simplot Corparation page corrections.

1.1..1. . Vol.1 - 000041 DOCID: 6488

DATE: 1/3/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA John F. Cochrane/J. R. Simpiot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits two copies of the corrected field operations work plan.

1. 1.1 . Vol 1 - 000042 DOCID: 6488

DATE:. 4/20/88 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA : John Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co.’

DESCRIPTION: Transmits results of the sampling completed by E & E.

1.1, . Vol.1- 000043 DOCID: 6490

DATE: 4/27/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Chris Thelen/FMC Corp. Deborah Fiood/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Request for results from the Idaho Power, Batiste Spring and Pilot House well samples.

1. 1.1, . Vol.1 - 000044 DOCID: 6491

DATE: 5/10/88 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S).
Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp. Car! MorgensterrvEcology & Environment, Inc.

DESCRIPTION: Pond information requested on ponds located on FMC's elemental phosphorus plant site.

1. 1. 1. . Vol. 1 - 000045 DOCID: 6482

DATE: 5/25/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits corrected data tables showing monitoring well inorganic sampling results.

1. 1. 1. . Vol.1 - 000046 DOCID: 6483

DATE: 5/27/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
David M. BennetyEPA George Spinner/State of Idaho

DESCRIPTION: Request for groundwater data from sampling conducted after 05/05/89.

1.1 1. . Vol 1 - 000059 DOCID: 6507

DATE: 7/12/89 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
George Spinner/State of Idaho David Bennett/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Transmits requested 07/10/89 sample groundwater results for FMC/Simplot. ‘

1. 1.1, . Vol.1- 000061 DOCID: 6509

DATE: 3/19/90 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Dave Buttelman/FMC Corp. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Region X incident notification report regarding spill of five pounds of phosphorus from the slurry line.

SUB-HEAD: 1.2. . . Vol.1- Background - RCRA and Other information
1.2 .. Vol1- 000023 DOCID: 6532
DATE: PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Monitoring Nutrient and Mineral Levels in the J. R. Simplot/City of Pocatello Wastewater Land

Treatment.
1. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000024 DOC ID: 6533
DATE: PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: J. R. Simplot Co. Expansion Project, General Rules of Conduct for Contractors, Subcontractors and
Their Employees. '

1. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000025 DOC ID: 6534
DATE: PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown ' Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Biographical Information on Company - J. R. Simplot.

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, iegion 10 Page 1-11



(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
William SchmidVEPA Site File/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Discussion with FMC representative during rulemaking.

1.1.1. . Vol 1 - 000053 DOCID: 6500

DATE. 5/30/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
William SchmidVEPA Site File/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Discussion with FMC representative during rulemaking.

1. 1.1 . Vol 1 - 000054 DOCID: 6501

DATE. 6/26/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
M. L. McKee/EPA William SchmidVEPA

DESCRIPTION:. Discussions with FMC representatives during the NPL rulemaking process.

1. 1.1 . Vol.1 - 000055 DOCID: 6502

DATE. 6/29/89 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Williarh B. Schmidt/DOI, Bureau of Mines ~ Site File/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Discussion with J. R. Simplot representatives during proposed rulemaking. C

1. 1. 1. . Vol.1 - 000056 DOCID: 6503

DATE: 7/3/89 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Joan M. Cloonan/Lindsay Hart Neil & Weigler Larry G. Reed/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Transmits comments and report addressing the HRS scoring and proposed listing on the NPL of the
Eastern Michaud Flats contamination site.

1. 1.1 . Vol 1 - 000057 DOCID: 6504

DATE: 7/3/89 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(SY: ADDRESSEE(S):
Ralph H. Palumbo/Heller Enrman White & Mcauliffe Lamy G. Reed/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Comments of FMC to proposed NPL listing of Eastern Michaud Flats contamination site.

1. 1.1, . Vol. 1 - 000058 DOCID: 6505

DATE: 7/6/89 PAGES: 1 <
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): (

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page 1-10



(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

1. 2. . . Vol 1 - 000001 DOCID: 6510
DATE: 6/25/79 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Inventory - possible sources of hazardous waste - J. R. Simplot.

1.2, . . Vol.1- 000002 DOCID: 6511
DATE: 7/9/79 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Inventory - possible sources of hazardous waste - FMC.

1. 2. . . Vol 1 - 000003 DOC ID: 6512
DATE: 7/9/79 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Inventory - possible sources of hazardous waste - FMC.

1. 2. . . Vol.1- 000004 DOCID: 6513

DATE:. 7/9179 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: inventory - possible sources of hazardous waste - J. R. Simplot.

1. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000006 DOC ID: 6515
DATE: 10/20/80 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Log - FMC.

1. 2. . . Vol 1 - 000005 DOC ID: 6514
DATE: 10/27/80 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): _
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Log - J. R. Simpiot.

6/24/98 U.S. Environmenta! Protection Agency, Region 10
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

1. 2. . . Veol.1 - 000026 DOCID: = 6535
DATE: PAGES: 17
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: J. R. Simplot activities, Pocatello plant.

1.2, . . Vol 1 - 000027 DOCID: 6536
DATE: PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Industrial Operations and Their Wastes, J. R. Simplot Co.

1. 2. . . Veol1 - 000028 DOCID: 6537
DATE: PAGES: 37
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: J. R. Simplot Pocatello plant information.

1. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000029 DOCID: 6538
DATE: PAGES: 26
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ecology & Environment, Inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: [Partial report] Task IV - Evaluation of Potential Groundwater Contamination Problem.

1. 2. . . Vol 1 - 000030 DOCID: 6539
DATE: PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. R. Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Attachment 4, Hundred Fold Reduction in Permeability Under a Gypsum Stack.

1. 2. . . Voi.1 - 00003t DOC ID: 6540
DATE: PAGES: 22
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Industrial Operations and Their Wastes, J. R. Simplot Co.

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page




(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

1. 2. . . Vol 1. 000013 DOCID: 6522

DATE: 9/6/85 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

' EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Disposition - FMC.

1.2, . . Vol.1- 000014 DOCID: 6523

DATE: 10/25/85 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bradley Harr/State of Ildahe - Deborah Flood/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Preliminary Assessment.

1.2 . . Vvol.1 - 000015 DOCID: 6524
DATE: 11/4/85 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. R. Simplot/Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Disposition.

1.2 .. Vol1- 000016 DOC ID: 6525

. DATE: 8/24/87 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. R. Simplot/Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Contractor information sheet, Ecology and Environment.

1. 2. . . Vol 1- 000017 DOCID: 6526
DATE: 5/1/88 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. R. Simplot/Unknown Unknown
DESCRIPTION: J. R. Simpiot Co. Minerals & Chemical Division, Don, Idaho. Product Flow Charts and Information
Sheets.
1.2. . . Vol.1- 000018 - DOCID: 6527
DATE. 5/R20/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. R. Simplot/Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Disposition, J. R. Simpiot.

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agancy, Region 10
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

1.2, . . Vol 1 - 000007 DOCID: 6516
DATE: 4/15/81 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Federal Register Unknown C

DESCRIPTION: Notification of Hazardous Waste Site - FMC.

1. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000008 DOC ID: 6517
DATE. 1/1/82 PAGES: 30
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Summary of the City of Pocatello waterworks system as of January 1982.

1. 2. . . Vol 1 - 000009 DOC ID: 6518
DATE: 6/9/82 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: RCRA Generator Inspection Form.

1. 2. . . Vol.1- 000010 DOCID: 6519 ‘
DATE. 2/8/83 PAGES: 3 ' C
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: File Review Checklist, FMC Corp.

1. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000011 pOCID: 6520
DATE: 2/8/83 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: File Review Checklist - Simpiot.

1. 2. . . VobL1 - 000012 DOCID: 6521
DATE: 7/12/85 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bradley Harr/State of ldaho Deborah Flcod/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Preliminary Assessment.

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page 1-14



(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Identification and Preliminary Assessment - FMC.

‘ 1.3 . . Vol.1. 000004 DOCID: 6544
DATE: 8/28/79 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Identification and Preliminary Assessment - J. R. Simplot.

1.3, . . Vol.1- 000002 DOCID: 6542
DATE: 5/12/80 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site |dentification and Preliminary Assessment.- FMC.

1.3. . . Vol.1- 000005 DOCID: 6545
DATE: 4/10/80 PAGES: 12
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Willaim H. Longston/EPA - Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Emergency Response Team Final Site Review/Determination Form.

SUB-HEAD: 1.4. . . Vol1 - Site Inspection Report/Trip Report
1. 4. . . Vol.1 .- 000009 DOC!ID: 6556
DATE: PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Miscellaneous reports for Site : Surface Impoundments Site Inspection Report, Storage Facilities

Site Inspection Report, Landfills Site Inspection Report.

1.4 . . Vol 1 - 000001 DOCID: 6546
DATE. 6/22/80 PAGES: 10
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
~EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Site Inspection Report - J. R. Simplot.

1.4 . . Vol1- 000002 DOCID: 6547

DATE:  5722/80 PAGES: 10
‘ AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, ~eyion 10 Page
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

1.2 . . Vol.1 - 000018 DOC ID: 6528
DATE: 7/1/88 PAGES: 13
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Code of federal regulations; Protection of Environment, 40, Parts 53-60.

1. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000020 DOC ID: 6529
DATE: 7/1/88 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Code of federal regulations; Protection of Environment, 40, Parts 180-299.

1.2, . . Vol.1 - 000021 DOC ID: 6530
DATE: 7/1/88 PAGES: 12
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Code of federal regulations; Protection of Environment, 40, Parts 400-424.

1. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000022 DOC ID: 6531
DATE: 10/19/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Chuck Rice/EPA David Bennett/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Response to request for information concerning the RCRA status of FMC.

SUB-HEAD: 1.3. . . Vol.1- Preliminary Site Assessment/Documents
1.3. . . Vol.1 - 000001 DOCID: 6541 .
DATE: 8/1/79 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Identification and Preliminary Assessment - FMC.

1. 3. . . Vol. 1 - 000003 DOC ID: 6543
DATE: 8/12/79 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Final Strategy Determination - J. R. Simplot.

1.4 . . Vol 1 - 000008 DQC ID: 6554
DATE: 8r26/82 PAGES: 10
AUTHOR(S): _ : ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Site inspection Report - FMC/Simplot.

1. 4. . . Vol1- 000011 DOCID: 6558
DATE: 4/10/87 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ' ADDRESSEE(S):
Jeff Whidden/Ecology & Environment, Inc. John E. Osborn/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Trip Report 03/19/87 - Simplot.

1. 4. . . Vol 1 - 000012 DOC ID: 6559
DATE: 4/10/87 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
George A. Brooks/Ecology & Environment, Inc. John E. Osborn/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Trip Report 03/26/87 - FMC Corp.

1. 4. . . Vol1- 000013 DOCID: 6560
DATE: 8/17/87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Jeff Whidden/Ecology & Environment, Inc. John E. Osbom/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Revised pages for J. R. Simpiot Trip Report.

1.4 . . VolL1- 000014 DOCID: 6561
DATE: 4/1/88 PAGES: 329
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ecology & Environment, Inc. Unknown .

DESCRIPTION: Site Inspection Report for FMC/Simplot Pocatello, Idaho.

1. 4 . . Vol 1 - 000015 DOCID: 6562
DATE: 5/3/88 PAGES: 1

. AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

624/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page



(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Site inspection Report - FMC.

1. 4. . . Vol.1 - 000003 DOC ID: 6548
DATE: 5722/80 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Site Inspection Report - FMC.

1. 4. . . Vol 1t - 000010 DOCID: 6557
DATE: 6/12/80 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Rogelio C. Fuentes/EPA Unknown File/Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Trip Report: Idaho Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Site Project.

_1. 4. . . Vol.1 - 000004 DOC ID: 6549
DATE: 8/1/80 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA ° Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Tentative Dispositi_on - J. R. Simplot.

1.4 . . Vol 1 - 000005 DOC ID: 6550
DATE: 8/1/80 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Tentative Disposition - FMC.

- —

1. 4. . . Vol 1 - 000007 DOC ID: 6553
DATE: 10/20/80 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site Final Strategy Determination - FMC.

1.4 . . Vol 1 - 000006 DOCID: 6552

DATE: 10727/80 PAGES: 1
AUTHORC(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
DESCRIPTION: Table 20, Summary of Inorganic Elements Detected in Domestic Wells, Production Wells and Batiste

Spring.
1.6 . . Vol1- 000033 ~DOCID: 6599
DATE: PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ecology & Environment, inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Table 23, Summary of Elevated Inorganic Elements Exceeding EPA Drinking Water Standards.

1. 5. . . Vol.1 - 000034 DOC ID: 6600
DATE: PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): . ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Report of Analysis, page 2.

1. 5. . . Vol.1- 000035  DOCID: 6601
DATE: PAGES: 12
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Table I, J. R. Simplat, various wells.

1.5 . . Vol.1- 000036 DOCID: 6602
DATE: PAGES: 44
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ecology & Environment, inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Attachment 14, handwritten test resuilts.

1. 5. . . Vol 1 - 000037 DOCID: 6603
DATE: _ PAGES: 12
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ecology & Environment, inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Handwritten test resuits.

1. 5. . . Vol 1 - 000001 DOCID: 6568
DATE: 87273 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
George Valimet/Unknown |daho State Dept. of Water Administration

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page 1-21



(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Karf A Morgenster/Ecology & Environment, Inc. ~ John E. Osbom/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Site Investigation Recommendations FMC/Simplot.

SUB-HEAD: 1.4.1. . Vol1 - Site Inspection Information Provided by FMC/Simpiot

1.4 1 . Vol t - 000004 DOCID: €566

DATE: 8/26/82 PAGES: 10
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Peter Evers/Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Site Inspection Report.

1. 4. 1. . Vol t - 000003 DOCID: 6565

DATE: 3/26/87 PAGES: 275
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. F. Cochrane/J. R. Simplot Co. - Jeff Whidden/Ecoiogy & Environment, Inc.

DESCRIPTION: Cover letter and attachments per request for information in letter dated 03/14/87.

1. 4. 1. . Vol 1 - 000001 DOCID: 6563 <_

* DATE: 4/16/87 PAGES: 37
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): C
Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp. George A. Brooks/Ecology & Environment, Inc.

DESCRIPTION: Cover letter and attachments per request for information at time of 03/26/87 site inspection.
I (Attachment |l is considered Confidential Business Information and is located at EPA Region 10,
Records Center, 1200 6th Ave., Seattle, WA 98101) '

1.4 1. . Vol 1 - 000002 DOCID: 6564

DATE: 5/14/87 PAGES: 47
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S).
Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp. George A. Brooks/Ecology & Environment, Inc.

DESCRIPTION: Cover letter and attachments per request for information at time of phone conversation on 05/8/87.
(Confidential Business Information located at EPA Region 10, Records Center, 1200 6th Ave.,

Seattie, WA 98101)

SUB-HEAD: 1. 5. . . Vol.1 - Sampling and Analysis Data
1.5 . . Vol1 . 000032 DOCID: €598 ;
DATE: PAGES: 1 :
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ecology & Environment, Inc. Unknown (\\

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page 1-20
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{EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
DESCRIPTION: Appendix A, Presurvey Analytical Data for Phosphate Processing Waste Characteristics.

‘ 1.5 . . Vol 1- 000009 DOC ID: 6575
DATE: 4/5/85 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

- DESCRIPTION: J. R. Simplot Co., sample data.

1.6 . . Vol1- 000010 DOCID: 6576
DATE: 11/24/86 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ford Chemical Laboratory, Inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Balance sheet for sample.

1.5 . . Vol1 - 000016 DOC!ID: 6582
DATE: 11/24/86 PAGES: 74
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ford Chemical Laboratory, Inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Various sample data.

1.5. . . Vol1- 000011 pDOCID: 6577
DATE: 6/26/87 PAGES: 18
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Monitoring well data.

1. 5. . . Vol.1 - 000012 DOC ID: 6578

DATE: 9/1/87 PAGES: 62
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S).
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Inorganics Traffic Reports.

SUB-HEAD: 1.5. .. Vol.2 - Sampling and Analysis Data
1.5, . . Vol.2 - 000002 DOCID: 6567
DATE. oru87 . PAGES: 37
‘ AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

6/24/98 . U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page 1-23



(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
DESCRIPTION: Well Driller's Report.

1. 6. . . Vol 1 - 000003 DOC ID: 6569 C
DATE: 7/14/80 PAGES: 4 i
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ann A. Grant/FMC Corp. Daryi K. Koch/IDHW
DESCRIPTION: Transmits information requested in a letter dated 06/13/80, including a copy of test results for PCB
analyses.
1.5 . . Vol.1 - 000004 DOC ID: 6570
DATE:. 12/1/80 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S);
U.S. Dept. of the Interior Unknown

DESCRIPTION: United States Dept. of the Interior, Geological Survey, Heavy Metal Analysis - Michaud Flats.

1. 5. . . Vol1 - 000005 DOCID: 6571
DATE: 8/25/82 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown ' Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Metals test results for Old Pilot House, Russell Lindiey, Kinport, Willow Springs and Batiste Springs. C

1. 8 . . Vol 1 - 000007 DOCID: 6573
DATE: 5/15/84 PAGES: 52
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Sappington/Unknown ' Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Boring Sample Log.

1.5 . . Vol 1 - 000008 DOCID: 6574
DATE: 10/30/84 PAGES: 35
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ford Chemical Laberatory, Inc. T Unknown

DESCRIPTION: J. R. Simplot water sample resulits.

1. 6. . . Vol.1- 000006 DOCID: 6572
DATE. 4/1/85 PAGES: 116
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown C

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page 1-22




(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Lila AccralEcology & Environment, Inc. John E. Osbom/EPA

DESCRIPTION: QA of case 7981, inorganics, review of 43 water and 17 soil samples.

1.5 . . Vol.2 - 000020 DOCID: 6586
DATE: 122/87 PAGES: 70
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Lila Accra/Ecology & Environment, Inc. John E. Osborn/EPA

DESCRIPTION: QA of case 7981, inorganics, review of 60 samples.

1.6 . . Vol2 - 000021 DOC ID: 6587
DATE: 12287 PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Lila Accra/Ecology & Environment, inc. John E. Osborn/EPA

DESCRIPTION: QA of case 7981, inorganics, 60 samples.

1.5. . . Vol.2- 000022 DOCID: 6588

DATE: 1/13/88 . PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Arthur D. Baker/EPA John E. Osbom/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Sample data results.

1. 8. . . Vol2 - 000023 DOCID: 6589
DATE: 328/88 PAGES: 119
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Miscellaneous sampling data, FMC/Simpiot.

1. 5. . . Vol.2 - 000024 DOCID: 6590
DATE. 4/20/88 PAGES: 6 -
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Deborah Flood/EPA Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits results of sampling.

1.5, . . Vol.2- 000025 DOCID: 6591
DATE: '524/89 PAGES: 1

. AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Region 10 Page
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Field Sample and Chain of Custody Sheets.

1. 5. . . Vol.2 - 000013 DOCID: 6579
DATE: 9r2/87 PAGES: 14
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Organics Traffic Reports.

1.6 . . Vol2 - 000014 DOCID: 6580
DATE: 9/3/87 PAGES: 16
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: EPA Region 10 Laboratory, Analyses Required sheets.

1. 5. . . Vol2 - 000015 DOCID: 6581
DATE: 9/3/87 PAGES: 22
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA ° {Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Field Sample Data and Chain of Custody Sheet.

1.6 . . Vol2 - 000017 DOCID: 6583
DATE: 10/26/87 PAGES: 32
AUTHOR(SY: ADDRESSEE(S):
Thomas Cammarata/Ecology & Environment, Inc. John E. Osborn/EPA

DESCRIPTION: QA of case 7981, organics, 14 water samples.

1. 5. . . Vol.2- 000018 DOCID: 6584
DATE: 10/26/87 PAGES: 60
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Thomas Cammarata/Ecology & Environment, Inc. John E. Osbom/EPA

DESCRIPTION: QA of case 7981, organics, 14 water samples.

1. 5. . . Vol.2 - 000019 DOCID: 6585

DATE: 122/87 PAGES: 86
AUTHOR(S): - ADDRESSEE(S):

6/24/98 © U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Mark Woodke/Ecology & Environment, Inc. John E. Osbom/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Data interpretation for CLP data results.

SUB-HEAD: 4.6. .. Vol.1 - Field Operations Work Plan
1. 6. . . Vol1. 000001 DOCID: 6613
DATE: 7/1/87 PAGES: 43
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ecology & Environment, Inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Field Operations Work Plan for FMC Corporation/J. R. Simplot Corporation. Pocatetlo, idaho.

SUB-HEAD: 1.7. .. Vol.1- Hydrogeologic Assessment of FMC & J. R. Simplot
1. 7. . . Vol.1 . 000001 DOCID: 6614
DATE: 10/8/80 PAGES: 22
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Technical Advisory Committee, Potential Groundwater Contamination, Minutes of the Second

Meeting.
1. 7. . . Vol.1 - 000002 DOC ID: 6615
DATE. 7/15/81 PAGES: 22
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Technical Advisory Committee Meeting, Potential Groundwater Contamination.

1. 7. . . Vol.1 - 000003 DOCID: 6616
DATE: 7/6/87 PAGES: 5
AUTHOR(S): _ ADDRESSEE(S):
Thomas Colligan/Ecology & Environment, Inc. John E. Osborn/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Hydrogeologic Assessment of FMC and J. R. Simplot Facilities.
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Chris Thelen/FMC Corp. George Spinner/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Describes results from FMC well sampling.

1.8 . . Vol.2 - 000026 DOCID: 6592
DATE: 5/31/89 PAGES: 5
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
George Spinner/State of Idaho Norm Self/Simpiot

DESCRIPTION: Lists results of 05/10/89 samples from various wells.

1.8 . . Vol2 - 000027 DOCID: 6593

DATE: 6/15/89 ) PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Norman F. Self/Simplot George Spinner/State of idaho

DESCRIPTION: Transmits requested analytical resuits of the Simplot drinking and process water wells sampled.

1.5, . . Vol.2 - 000028 DOCID:. 6594
DATE: 6/20/89 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Chris Thelen/FMC Corp. George Spinner/State of Idaho

DESCRIPTION: Transmits results for the Gross Alpha tests performed on FMC's potable wells.

1. 6. . . Vol.2 - 000029 DOCID: 6595
DATE: 6/30/89 PAGES: 3 :
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp. David Heinick/Unknown
DESCRIPTION: Transmits results of Idaho Department of Health and Welfare 05/10/89 samples from FMC and other
wells.
1.5 . . Vol.2 - 000030 DOCID: 6596
DATE: 7/7/89 PAGES: 40
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
IDHW Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Idaho Department of Health and Welfare, Water Quality Report, Radio_logical Contaminants, Drinking
Water System and Water Quality Report, Inorganic Chemical Contaminants.

1. 5. . . Vol.2 - 000031 DOCID: 6597

DATE: 9/12/89 PAGES: 1 C
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding the report entitled "Work to be Performed in the RI/FS for the Eastern Michaud Flats
Site™. (Report not attached)

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059234 DOCID: 68616

DATE: 7/12/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Summary of a telephone conversation of 07/10/91 regarding scoping concerns.

2. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059236 DOCID: 68632
DATE: 10/22/91 PAGES: 30
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Eart Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Comments on Draft RI/FS Work Plan.

2.1. . . Vol 1t - 1059237 DOCID: 68633
DATE: 12/23/91 PAGES: 27
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached documentation of 11/22/91 EPA/PRP joint technical review meeting held in
Seattle to discuss EPA comments and PRP response.

2.4 . . Vol.1- 1059238 DOCID: 68635
DATE. 1/14/92 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(SY): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Review of 11/22/91 Meeting Documentation submitted with correspondence
dated 12/13/91.

2.1 . . Vol % - 1053239 DOCID: 68636

DATE. 2/28/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. T. Bemasek/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA
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HEADING: 2. 0. . . REMED!AL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY
SUB-HEAD: 2.1. . ., Vol.1- Correspondence
2. 1. . . Vol.1 - 000001 DOCID: 6617
DATE: 211191 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Dean Nygard/|IDHW

DESCRIPTION: Requests that recipient serve as a member of a technical advisory group for the Eastern Michaud
Flats Superfund site.

2.1 . . Vol1- 000002 DOCID: 6618
DATE: 2/1/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S).
Bill Adams/EPA Mark T. Masarik/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Requests that recipient serve as a member of a technical advisory group for the Eastern Michaud
Flats Superfund site.

2.1, . . Vol.1- 000003 DOC 1D 6619
DATE: 211/91 PAGES: 2 C
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Amber Wong/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Requests that a representative or recipient serve as a member of a technical advisory group for the
Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund site.

2. 1. . . Vol.1 - 000004 DOCID: 6620
DATE: 2/1/91 PAGES: 2 :
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Elizabeth Waddell/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Requests that a representative or recipient serve as a member of a technical advisory group for the
Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund site.

2.1, . . Vol1- 1059233 DOCID: 68615
DATE. 6/24/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.
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2.1, . . VolL1- 1059244 DOCID: 68641
DATE: 5/6/92 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION:  Letter to follow up on certain points which were discussed during the 04/29/92 meeting in Seattle.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059245 DOC ID: 68642
DATE: 5/13/92 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: EPA comments on the 05/06/92 PRP Action Plan to address EPA comments relating to water,
sediment, and ecological field investigations.

2.1. . . Volt1- 1059246 DOCID: 68643
' DATE: 5/20/92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

‘ Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Documentation of known modifications to the Work Plan and SAP related to the subsurface
investigation activities.

2. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059247 DOC ID: 68644

DATE: 5/22/92 PAGES: 21
AUTHOR(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached documentation of 05/14/92 EPA/PRP joint technical review meeting held in
Pocatello, ID to discuss proposals for Work Plan revisions. _

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059248 DOCID: 68645
DATE. 527192 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ’ ADDRESSEE(S):
Ean Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page 24
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Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding revisions to the RI/FS Work Plan, Sampling and Analysis Plan, and Health and
Safety Plan by 02/28/92 to reflect the EPA comments of 10/22/91. C

2. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059240 DOC ID: 68637

DATE: 3/3/92 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

Bill Adams/EPA Ead Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding comments on the 02/06/92 Work Plan and SAP revisions related to the subsurface
investigations.

2. 1. . . Voal.1- 1059241 DOC ID: 68638
DATE: 3/24/92 PAGES: 5
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA
Jim Sieversor/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached response to EPA comments on 02/06/92 Work Plan and SAP revisions related to
the subsurface investigations.

2.1, .. Vol.1- 1059242 DOCID: 68639 C
DATE: 4/21/92 PAGES: 19
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Disapproval of the revised 02/28/92 RI/FS draft Work Plan and attached comments outlining

rationale for disapproval.
2. 1. . . Vol1- 1059243 DOC ID: 68640
DATE: 5/6/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADORESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter documenting understanding of the agreement for reissue of the Task 1 scoping documents as
discussed at a meeting held 04/29/92 in Seattle.
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. - Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached conference notes documenting a telephone call on 06/11/92.

2.1 . . Vol.1. 1059254 DOC ID: 68684
DATE: 6/19/92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ear Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co. Bill Adams/EPA
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached point by point PRP response to the 04/21/92 EPA comments on the EMF RI/FS
Task 1 deliverables.

2.1. . . Vol.1- 1059255 DOCID: 68691
DATE: 7/6/82 PAGES: 4 ‘1
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Approval letter for the June 1992 Work Plan, February 1992 SAP with June 1992 addendum,
February 1992 Health and Safety Plan and attached remaining comments on the June 1892 RI/FS
Workplan and SAP Addendum.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059256 DOCID: 68692
DATE: 9/2/92 PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
John Kirtley/Bechtel Environmental, inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Conference notes of a meeting held 08/25/92.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059257 DOC ID: 68694
DATE: 9/14/92 PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): ADDORESSEE(S):
Ear Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached PRP responses to the 12 outstanding comments on the June 1992 EMF RI/FS
Work Plan and SAP Addendum.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059258 DOCID: 68696

DATE: 10/9/92 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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- DESCRIPTION: Letter responding to EPA's approval of the EMF surface water, sediment, and ecological field

investigations.
2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059249 DOCID: 68646
DATE: 5/29/92 " PAGES: 9

ADDRESSEE(S):

AUTHOR(S):
Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Request for approval of offsite surface soil investigation.

2. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059250 DOCID: 68652

DATE: 6/4/92 PAGES: 6
~AUTHOR(S):
Eari Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached conference notes documenting a telephone call on 05/28/92.

2.1 .. Vol.1- 1059251 DOCID: 68654
" DATE: 6/8/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Eart Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter outlining requirements for two RI/FS risk assessment data needs identified.

2. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059252 DOCID: 68660

DATE: 6/11/92 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S):
Eari Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. .
DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached conference notes documenting a telephone call of 06/04/92.

2.1 . . Vol 1- 1059253 DOC ID: 68661
DATE: 6/18/92 PAGES: 5

AUTHOR(S):

Ear Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
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2.1 . . Vol1- 1059263 DOCID: 68701
DATE: 10R23/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ear Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Response to letter of 10/20/92 requesting additional sampling during the upcoming surface water
quarterly sampling round, scheduled to begin 10/26/92.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059264 DOCID: 68702
DATE: 10/23/92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Randall F. Smith/EPA William S. Moore/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Response to a letter of 09/23/92 in which FMC expressed concern about lack of coordination
between the RCRA and CERCLA programs at the Eastern Michaud Flats Site.

2.1 .. Vol.1- 1059265 DOCID: 68703
DATE: 10/23/92 PAGES: 5
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. |

DESCRIPTION: Letter of disapproval and attached comments on the August 1892 Identification of Candidate
Technologies Memorandum.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059266 DOCID: 68704
DATE: 10/27/92 PAGES: .5
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
John Kirtley/Bechtel Environmental, Inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Conference notes on the EPA/PRP bimonthly review meeting heid 10/14/92 in Seattle.

2.1 . . Vol.1 - 1059267 DOC ID: 68705
DATE: 11/4/92 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Response to a request for approval of change in radiological methodology.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059268 DOCID: 68706

DATE: 11/12/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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Bill Adams/EPA o Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attachments regarding deficiencies in the current RI/FS ecological evaluations for the site. C

2. 1. . . VobL1- 1059259 DOC ID: 68697
DATE: 10/9/92 PAGES: 13
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached comments on the September 1992 Draft Air Pathways Monitoring Plan.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059260 DOC ID: 68698
DATE: 10/9/92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding proposed changes to the RI/FS schedule.

2.1. . . Vol.1- 1059261 DOC ID: 68699
DATE: 10/16/92 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Request for approval of change in radiological methodology.

2.1 . . Vol1- 1059262 DOC ID: 68700
DATE: 10/20/92 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Request that additional water and sediment samples be collected below mile 10 in depositional areas
of the lower Portneuf River during the 10/26/92 effort.

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Region 10 Page
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2.1 . . Vol.1- 1058273 DOCID: 68724
DATE: 11/30r92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Eari Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter recommending that additional sediment sampling presented in a letter of 11/19/92 be

conducted.
2.1 . . Vol1- 1059274 DOC ID: 68725
DATE: 12/22/92 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
John Kirtley/Bechtel Environmental, Inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Conference notes of the EPA/PRP bimonthly review meeting held 10/14/92 in Seattle.

2.1. . . Vol.1 - 1059275 DOC ID: 68726
DATE: 12/23/92 PAGES: 3 '
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Ear Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding uranium-238 method comparison study.

2.1 . . Vol1- 1059276 DOCID: 68727

DATE: 1/22/93 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Resolution of EPA Comments regarding the revised Identification of Candidate

Technologies Memorandum (not attached). -
2.1 . . Vol1- 1089277 DOCID: 68728
DATE: 1/28/93 PAGES: -]
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA comments on the January 1993 Air Dispersion Modeling for the Eastern
Michaud Flats Site.
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Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Bill Adams/EPA
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter discussing the Candidate Technologies Memorandum for the Eastern Michaud Flats Site

2. 1. . . Vol 1 - 1059269 DOC ID: 68719
DATE: 11/19/92 PAGES: 6
ADDRESSEE(S):

AUTHOR(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Response letter regarding several steps taken to address concerns about the adequacy of the
sediment samples collected to date on the Portneuf River.

2.1 . . Vol1- 1059270 DOCID: 68720
DATE: 11/20/92 PAGES: 1
: ADDRESSEE(S):

AUTHOR(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding schedule for air pathways investigation

1. . . Vol.1- 1059271 DOCID: 68722

DATE. 11/25/92 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

2.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning revisions and timeline for the Candidate Technologles Memorandum for the

Eastern Michaud Flats Site.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059272 DOC ID: 68723
DATE: 11/25/92 PAGES: 4
: ADDRESSEE(S):

AUTHOR(S): -
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter providing point-by- point response to specific concerns on proposed changes to the RI/FS

schedule raised in a letter from EPA dated 10/09/92.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page
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2.1 . . Vol1- -1059282 DOCID: 68734
DATE: 3/31/83 PAGES: 1 '
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
‘ Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Eart Mapes/J. R. Simplot Ca.

DESCRIPTION: Letter of transmittal for a report on comparison of U-238 measurements by gamma and alpha
spectroscopy. (Report not attached)

2.1 . . VolL1- 1059283 DOCID: 68735
DATE: 4/15/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: 7 silow-up letter to a 04/08/93 conference call discussing proposed methodology for identification of
air pathways emissions sources.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059284 DOCID: 68736
DATE: 5/5/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Dave Butteiman/FMC Corp.
‘ Ward A. Wolleson/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter outlining two points from the emissions inventory meeting held 05/05/93 and future steps
necessary for characterization of the CERCLA air emission sources.

2.1 . . Vol1- 1059285 DOC ID: 68737
DATE. 5/7/93 PAGES: 14
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
John Kirtley/Bechtel Environmental, Inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Conference notes on a meeting held 03/11-12/93 in Seattle regarding EMF phase | data presentation.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059286 DOCID: 68738

DATE: 5/7/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co.

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agenry Po~in-
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2.1 . . VolL1- 1059371 DOC ID: 68729
DATE: 2/2/193 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
L. J. Adams/Bechtel Environmental, Inc. Unknown C

DESCRIPTION: Conference notes of a conference call held 01/20/93 for discussion of air issues.

2.1 . . Vol1- 1059278 DOCID: 68730
DATE: 2/10/93 PAGES: 13
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Tim Morgan/Bechtel Environmental, Inc. Unknown
DESCRIPTION: Conference notes of air pathways presentation and overall schedule discussion held 01/12/93 in
Seattle.
2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059279 DOCID: 68731
DATE: 2/16/93 PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding reconciliation of EPA comments on Air Pathways Monitoring Plan and attached
Responses to EPA and E & E Comments on the September 1992 Draft EMF RI/FS Air Pathways

Monitoring Plan. C

2. 1. . . Vol 1- 1059280 DOCID: 68732
DATE: 3/25/93 PAGES: 5
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

Eari Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Comments on [dentification of Candidate Technologies Memorandum dated
January, 1993.

2.1 . . Vol 1- 1059281 DOCID: 68733
DATE: 3/25/93 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Response to Comments on E & E's Risk Assessment WorkPlan for the
Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site and Review of PRP Comments on E & E Ecological Risk

Assessment Work Plan for Eastern Michaud Flats Site.
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Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Summary of key agreements and discussion points from the EPA bimonthly meeting held 05/18/93.

21 .. Vol1t- 105_9292 DOC ID: 68745
DATE. 6727/93 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
L. J. Adams/Bechtel Environmental, Inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Conference notes of the EPA bimonthly meeting held 05/18/93 in Seattle.

2.1 . . Vol1- 1059293 DOCID: 68746

DATE. 6/17/93 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Elizabeth L. Anderson/Sciences Intemational, inc. Bill Adams/EPA

- DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding a report covering the material presented to EPA on 05/17/93 on identifying
chemicals of concern in off-site soils and off-site groundwater and analysis of the radionuclide data

for off-site soils. (Report not attached)

2. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059294 DOC ID: 68747
. DATE: 6/29/93 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Comments on EMF Draft Ecology Report dated 05/10/93.

2.1 . . Vol 1 - 1059285 DOCID: 68748
DATE: 7/1/93 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding alternative to driliing in the old ponds and attached proposal for sampling of closed
ponds at FMC.
2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059326 DOCID: 68786
DATE: 7/2/93 PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

Ead Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Pratection Agencv ~enior 10
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DESCRIPTION: Lett_er conﬁrmihg conference call discussions of 05/06/93 to proceed with purchase of air monitoring
equipment and siting of air monitoring stations in accordance with the conditional approval set forth
in EPA's letter of 05/03/93.

2.1. . . Vol1- 1059287 DOCID: 68740

DATE: 5/11/93 PAGES: 11
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Proposed Reductions in Organic Analyses on EMF RI/FS Groundwater Samples.

2. 1. . . Vol1- 1059288 DOCID: 68741
DATE: 5/13/93 PAGES: - 3
AUTHOR(S): " ADDRESSEE(S):
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and transmittal of attached Air Pathways Monitoring Schedule.

2 1% . . Vol1- 1059289 DOC ID: 68742

DATE: 5/25/83 PAGES: 9 : C
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Comments on the March 1993 Phase || Workpian for Eastern Michaud

Flats.
2.1. . . Vol 1 - 1059290 DOCID:. 68743
DATE: 5/25/83 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Approval letter for proposed changes to groundwater monitoring schedule.

2. 1. . . Vol1- 1059291 DOCID: 68744
DATE: 5/27/93 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): .
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA C
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Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. T Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Comments on several key meeting topics and discussion items from the EPA bimonthly meeting of
09/16/93 and attached Bi-Monthly Face-to-Face with EPA for September 1993 Meeting Attendees.

2.1 . . Vol1- 1059300 DOCID: 68753

DATE:  10/20/93 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplet Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Comments on Air Pathways Monitoring Program Standard Operating
Procedures dated October, 1993. .

2.1 . . Vol1- 1059301 DOCID: 68756
DATE: 11/12/93 PAGES: 11
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(SY):
Bill Adams/EPA Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

Eart Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter defining a number of areas where additional data or interpretation is needed based upon EPA
review of the data from the Phase | investigations and E & E's conceptual site model for the EMF

site.
2.1 . . Vol1- 1059302 DOCID: 68757
DATE: 11/17/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter advising that the EMF air monitoring plan has not been fuily approved by the EPA and
requesting that listed actions be taken to bring closure to some of the outstanding issues related to

the air monitoring program.

2.1, . . Vol 1- 1059303 DOCID: 68758
DATE: 11/18/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bil Adams/EPA Mike Bunce/Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Response letter regarding the air monitoring program at Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund site,
including a map of EMF air monitoring sites noting seven locations for air monitors.
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DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding air monitoring and attached EPA-Comments on FMC/Simplot 06/18/93 Letter
Regarding the 06/08/93 Air Modeling Meeting, Draft Ambient Air Screening Levels, and Review of
NIOSH Methods for EMF Air Pathway Quality Assurance Project Plan.

2. 1. . . Vol1- 1059327 DOC ID: 68791
DATE: 777183 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding rationale for air monitoring at the Eastern Michaud Flats Site.

2.1, . . Vol.1- 1059296 DOCID: 68748

DATE: 8/4/93 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. : Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.
DESCRIPTION: Summary of key meeting topics and discussion items from the EPA bimonthly meeting of 07/27/93.

2.t .. Vol.1- 1058297 DOCID: 68750
DATE: 8/9/93 PAGES: 2 : C

AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning point-by-point responses to EPA comments on the Phase || Work Plan.
(Responses not attached)

2.1 . . Vol 1- 1059298 DOC ID: 68751

DATE: 8/17/93 PAGES: 5
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Eart Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter responding to EPA's request for additional ecological studies in the Portneuf River, American
Falls Reservoir, and off-site soils.

2. 1. . . Vol.1- 1089299 DOC ID: 68752

DATE: 10/11/93 PAGES: 8

AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): C
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DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Comments on Eastern Michaud Flats Aquatic Scoping Document dated
November, 1993.

2.1 . . WVol.1- 1059308 DOCID: 68764
DATE. 1/20/94 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Response to 11/15/93 request to conduct the risk assessment for the EMF site and determination
that an EPA conducted risk assessment will provide the most consistent approach.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059309 DOC ID: 68765
DATE: 2/2/94 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding risk assessment data gaps and attached EPA Comments on the PRPs’ 11/24/93
Information Gaps Letter for the Eastern Michaud Flats Site.

2.1, . . Vol1- 1059312 DOCID: 68768

DATE. 2/3/94 PAGES: 11
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding request and rationate for a modification in the scope of the EMF Air Pathways
Monitoring Plan and attached Proposal for Reduction in Air Monitoring Analysis.

2.1. . . Vol1- 1059313 DOCID: 68769
DATE: 2/17/94 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

king/FM )
Ron Hosking (:‘,EC.:prp

DESCRIPTION: Letter in response to proposed EMF groundwater monitoring reductions, stating agreement with
proposal to reduce the number of wells currently being monitored and supporting a reduction in

monitoring frequency.

2.1 . . Vol.1- 1059314 DOC ID: 68771
DATE: 2/21/94 PAGES: 3

. AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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2.1 .. Vol.1- 1059304 DOCID: 68759
DATE:  11724/93 PAGES: 3 |
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): C

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Response to a request to determine the feasibility of analyzing a group of inorganic constituents as
part of the ambient air monitoring program for the EMF site.

2.1. .. Vol.1- 1059305 DOCID: 68760
DATE: 11/24/93 PAGES: 12

AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co.
DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Responses to EPA Letter on EMF RI/FS Information Gaps dated 11/12/93.

2. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059306 DOCID: 68761
DATE. 12/16/93 PAGES:. 13
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. C

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding estimates of background-conce'ntrations of elements in subsurface soils and
attached EPA Comments on "Background Chemical Compositions of Scils” Report by Bechtel
Environmental, October 1993.

2. 1. . . Vol 1 .- 1059307 DOCID: 68763

DATE: 12/21/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. : Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Response to a request that FMC Corporation and J. R. Simplot Company take specific actions in
connection with the development and implementation of the EMF site air mohftoring program.

2.1 . . Volt-. 1059310 DOCID: 68766
DATE: 1/14/94 PAGES: 10
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bilil Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. _ C\
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DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding groundwater modeling being conducted as part of the EMF site characterization and
attached draft guidelines for hydrogeologic modeling.

2.1 .. Vol.2 - 1059319 DOCID: 68778
DATE:  3/21/94 PAGES: 11 .
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(SY):
Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieversorn/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Response to EPA letter dated 03/02/94 and comments dated 03/04/94 and attached matrix which

details the status of responses to EPA final comments on the QAPP and SOP for the Air Pathways
Monitoring Program.

2.1 . . Vol.2 - 1059320 DOCID: 68779

. |

DATE: 3/24/94 PAGES: 4 |

AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): ‘
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Comments on Draft Protocol for Geochemical Modeling of Metals
Bioavailability in Sails.

2. 1. . . Vol.2 - 1059321 DOCID: 68780

'DATE:  4/26/94 PAGES: 18 ‘
AUTHOR(SY). ADDRESSEE(S): }
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co. |

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Comments on Proposed Field Study for Ecological Assessment of the EMF
Site dated 03/15/94 and comments on Proposed Bioassay Study Plan for Ecologial Assessment

dated 03/15/94.
2.1, . . Vol.2 - 1059322 DOCID: 68782
DATE: 6/15/94 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Request to pursue early remedial action of the former east overflow pond and attached Table 1
Former East Overflow Pand Field Investigation Plan Outline.

2.1, . . Vol.2 - 1059323 DOC ID: 68783

DATE: 6/17/94 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA
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Steve Currer/J. R. Simplot Co. * Bill Adams/EPA
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter confirming agreements reached at a meeting on 02/10/94, resolving issues concerning C
ecological risk assessment data gaps raised in EPA's 11/12/93 letter.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 1. .. Vol.2 - Correspondence
2. 1. . . Vol.2 - 1059315 DOCID: 68774
DATE:. 3/2/34 PAGES: 5
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): _
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter stating that EPA can not agree to overall proposal for reduction in air monitoring analysis and
attached EPA Comments on EMF Air Pathways Monitoring Program Proposai for Reduction in Air
Monitoring Analysis dated 02/03/94.

2. 1. . . Vol2 - 1058316 DOCID: 68775
DATE: 3/4/94 PAGES: 17
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. C

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Comments on use of CLP 3/90 SOW, Monthly Air Monitoring Report for
gctobef 1993, Response to Comments on Air SOPs, and Air Monitoring Program Quality Assurance
lan.

2.1 . . Vol2- 1059317 DOCID: 68776

DATE: 3/14/94 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Steve Currer/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Response to EPA letter dated 03/02/94 and notification of technical dispute with issues identified in
EPA's 03/02/94 letter, the comments attached to that letter, and the four sets of comments
transmitted in final form under seperate cover.

2.1 . . Vol.2 - 1059318 DOCID: 68777
DATE: 3/18/94 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simpiot Co.

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp. C
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Bill Adams/EPA ' Jim Sieversorn/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding three documents prepared by Ecology & Environment for the ecological field work.

2.1 . . Vol2- 1059331 DOC ID: 68815
DATE: 9/19/94 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA ' Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Comments on the Eastern Michaud Flats RI/FS Groundwater Fiow Modeling

Report.
2.1, . . Vol.2 - 1059332 DOCID: 68816
DATE: 9/20/94 " PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter stating that any additional information for use in the risk assessment should be provided as
soon as possible and attached EPA Comments on PRPs’ Risk Assessment Data Needs Responses,

dated 08/04/94.
2.1. . . Vol.2- 1059333 DOCID: 68817
DATE: 9R1/94 PAGES: 5
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter discussing awareness that the risk assessment for the Monsanto site has raised some
concerns by the company and the regional OSHA office with regards to its assessment of worker
risks and attached correspondence between EPA and OSHA on this issue.

2.1 . . Vol.2 - 1059334 DOCID: 68819
DATE: 9/22/94 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simpiot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Additional comment on the EMF ground water model that should be added to those provided in EPA
’ letter of 09/19/94.
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Jim Sieversor/FMIC Corp. ’ " Bill Adams/EPA i
DESCRIPTION:  Letter and attached Revisions to Representative Groundwater Quality at the EMF Site and Proposed
Sampling Program for June 1994. C
2.1 . . Vo2 - 1059324 DOCID: 68784
DATE: 6/29/94 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding a number of areas where additional data or interpretation is needed for the human
health risk assessment.

2. 1. . . Vol.2 - 1059325 DOCID: 68785
DATE. 6/29/94 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Response to a letter of 06/15/94 requesting permission to pursue an early remedial action on the
Simplot Former East Overflow Pond.

2. % .. Vol.2 - 1059328 DOCID: 68792
DATE: 7/18/94 PAGES: 5 C
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): '
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Draft EPA Comments on Ecological Assessment Workplan.

2. 1. . . Vol.2 - 1059329 DOCID: 68798
DATE: 7/20/94 PAGES: 40
AUTHOR(SY): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. -

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Final EPA Comments on the January 1994 Preliminary Site Characterization
Summary for the EMF Site.

2.1 .. Vol.2- 1059330 DOCID: 68804
DATE: 9/14/94 PAGES: 2

AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co. C
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DESCRIPTION: Let\er regarding additional comments on September 1994 air modeling and request that further
clarification of these issues be provided by the next air modeling meeting scheduled for 02/07/95 in

Boise.
2.1 . . Vol2- 1059340 DOCID: 68828
DATE: 3/20/95 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Response to the risk assessment information EPA provided concerning the Simpiot/FMC Eastern
Michaud Flats Site.

2.1 . . Vol.2- 1059341 DOC ID: 68829
DATE:. 322/95 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA
| Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter and attachments regarding a meeting held 02/23/95 to review the status of the air pathways
investigation.
2.1 . . Vol.2- 1059342 DOCID: 68830
DATE. 6/20/85 PAGES: 17
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(SY):
Steve Curreri/J. R. Simpiot Co. Bill Adams/EPA
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Response to the draft human and ecological risk assessment for the EMF site.

2. 1. . . Vol.2 . 1059343 DOC ID: 68831
DATE: 7/13/95 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter expressing continuing concerns with EPA's risk calculations and data sources relied upon in
the Draft Risk Assessment and requesting that revisions noted be addressed further.

2.1 . . Vol2- 1059344 DOC ID: 68832
DATE: 7/13/95 PAGES: 13
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
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2.1 .. Vol.2- 1058335 DOCID: 68821
DATE: 9/30/94 PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA C

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter summarizing results of a meeting with EPA and E & E representatives on 09/27/94 and
responds to EPA letter of 09/14/94 regarding the willingness of FMC Corporation and the J. R.
Simplot Company to perform three listed work plans.

2. 1. . . Vol.2 - 1059336 DOCID: 68823
DATE: 10/20/94 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
_ Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simpiot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter providing written approval to conduct work in accordance with attached EPA Comments on
October 1994 Modifications of the Ecological Assessment Field Sampling Plan.

2. 1. . . Vol2 - 1059337 DOC ID: 68824
DATE: 11/15/94 PAGES: 13
AUTHOR(S): _ ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co. _ C

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached final EPA Comments on Characterization of Ambient Air Quality in the EMF
Study Area dated September 1994.

2. 1. . . Vol.2 - 1059338 DOC ID: 68825

DATE: 12/13/94 PAGES: 18
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Steve Currer/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Table 1 summarizing agreements and action items reached at the air pathways
meeting held 11/30/94. :

2.1 . . Vol2 - 1059339 DOCID: 68826
DATE. 1/9/85 PAGES: 4 _
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. C
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|

DESCRIPTION: Follow-up to meeting on 12/13/85 providing prioritization of EPA comments on the draft Rl report and
attached EPA Suggested Categorization of Draft Rl Comments.

1059350 DOC ID: 68840

. 2.1 .. Vol2-
DATE: 1/19/96 PAGES: 30
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Eart Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Responses to EPA Comments on Draft Remedial Action Objectives

Memorandum.

2. 1. . . Vol.2 - 1059351 DOC ID: 68841

DATE: 1/19/96 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding companies' draft responses to EPA's comments pertaining to the draft Remedial
investigation Report. (Responses not attached)

1058352 DOC ID: 68842

2.1 .. Vo.2 -
DATE: 1/19/86 PAGES: 124

AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

FMC Corp Unknown

J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Response to EPA Comments on the Eastern Michaud Flats Remedial Investigation Report.

1059353 DOCID: 68843

2.1 .. Vol.2 -
PAGES: 1

_ DATE: 1/31/96
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding review of the draft responses to the draft Agency comments on the draft
Development and Preliminary Screening of Remedial Alternatives Memorandum. (Draft responses

not attached)
2. 1. . . Vol2 - 1059354 DOCID: 68844
DATE: - 3720/96 PAGES: 60
' AUTHOR(S). ADDRESSEE(S):
2-26
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DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Response to 06/20/95 Company Letter Providing Comments on Draft
Baseline Risk Assessment.

2.1 . . Vol.2 - 1059345 DOCID: 68835 C
DATE: 9r26/35 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S).
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding focused Feasibility Study for the FMC Operable Unit.

2.1 . . Vol.2 - 1059372 DOC ID: 68836
DATE: 12/6/95 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Review Comments on the Remedial Action Objectives (RAOQ) Memorandum
Document, dated September 1995.

2. 1. . . Vol.2 - 1059347 DOCID: 68837
DATE: 12/11/95 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA C

DESCRIPTION: Response to the 11/16/95 Flouride Brief from the State of |daho.

2. 1. . . Vol2 - 1059348 DOCID: 68838
DATE: 12/26/95 PAGES: 16
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): 4
Bill Adams/EPA Ear Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Draft Review Comments on the Development of Preliminary Screening of
Remedial Alternatives document, dated 10/25/95.

2.1 . . Vol.2 - 1059349 DOCID: 68839
DATE. 12/26/95 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
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DESCRIPTION: Letter transmitting final versions of Sections 1 through 6 of the Feasibility Study (not attached) and
attached revised 05/03/96 draft comment responses.

2.1 . . Vol.2- 1059359 DOC ID: 68849
DATE:. 6/3/96 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter granting conditional approval of the Remedial Action Objectives Memo and the Development
and Preliminary Screening of Remedial Alternatives Memo.

2.1 . . Vol.2- 1059360 DOCID: 68850
DATE: 6/25/96 PAGES: 25
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co. Bill Adams/EPA
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Resporises to Final EPA Comments on the Eastern Michaud Flats RI Report.

2. 1. . . Vol2 - 1059361 DOC ID: 68851
DATE: 7/29/186 PAGES: 2
~ AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter providing recommended changes on the Feasibility Study Report Section 1-6 for the FMC
Subarea.
2.1 . . Vol2- 1059362 DOCID: 68852
DATE: 7/29/96 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(SY): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Follow-up to comparative analysis meeting on 07/09/96, providing comments for consideration in
preparing the comparative analysis report.

2.1 . . Vol.2- 1059363 DOCID: 68853
DATE: 7/31/86 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

6/24/38 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page 2-28



(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

FMC Corp. - EPA
J. R. Simplot Co.
DESCRIPTION: gupplemental Response to EPA Comments on the Easterr; Michaud Flats Remedial Investigation
eport.
2.1, . . Vol.2 - 1059355 DOCID: 68845
DATE: 4/1/96 PAGES: 22
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached reviews of company responses to EPA comments on the Remedial Action
Objectives Memorandum, Development and Preliminary Screening of Remedial Alternatives
(DPSRA) Memorandum, and the Remedial Investigation Report.

2. 1. . . Vol.2 . 1059356 DOCID: 68846
DATE: 5/3/96 PAGES: 19
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached responses to latest EPA comments on the draft Remedial Action Objectives
Memorandum and draft Development and Preliminary Screening of Remedial Alternatives

Memorandum.
\
2.1. . . Vol.2 - 1059357 DOCID: 68847
DATE: 5/16/%6 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter completing review of 03/20/96 Company Supplemental Responses on the Remedial
Investigation Report.

2.1. . . Vol.2 - 1059358 DOCID: 68848
DATE: 5/28/86 PAGES: 19
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

2.1 .. Vol.2- 1059368 DOCID: 68858
DATE: 1R24/97 PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA ' Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter on concerns regarding the 8S Modeling Study and its applicability to the Feasibility Study and
attached Reveiw of Pond 8S Transport Study for Eastern Michaud Flats NPL Site.

SUB-HEAD: 2.1. . . Vol.3 - Correspondence
2.1 . . Vol.3 - 1059494 DOC ID: 69093
DATE: 377/97 PAGES: 206
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Responses to Additional EPA Comments on the Draft Comparative Analysis
Report for FS Sections 7 and 8 - FMC Subarea and Responses to EPA Comments on FS Report

Sections 1-6 for FMC Subarea.

2. 1. . . Vol.3- 1059502 DOC ID: 69474

DATE: 3/21/97 PAGES: 17
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Rob J. Hartman/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Summary Characterization and Cap Infiltration Evaluation of the Old Phossy
Ponds Area and Old Calciner Solids Storage Area, FMC Subarea at Eastern Michaud Flats Site.

2.1. . . Vol.3 - 1059510 DOC ID: 69964
DATE: 3/31/97 PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bilt Adams/EPA Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attachments regarding final comments relating to the EMF Feasibility Study (Sections 1-8)
for the FMC Subarea and company responses dated 03/04/97 and 03/10/97.

2.1 . . Vol.3 - 10598511 DOC ID: 69965
DATE: 4/4/97 PAGES: 28
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Rob J. Hartman/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter transmitting Final Feasibility Study Report, FMC Subarea and attached Responses to Final
EPA Comments on the FS Report, FMC Subarea.

SUB-HEAD: 2.2. .. Vol.1 - Statement of Work/Workplan
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
DESCRIPTION: Letter providing conditional approval of the EMF Remedial Investigation Report.”

2.1 . . Vol2- 1059364 DOCID: 68854
DATE:. 10/1/96 PAGES: 13
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Bill Adams/EPA
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA comments on EMF draft Comparative Analysis Report.

2.1 . . Vol.2- 1059365 DOCID: 68855

DATE: 10/10/96 PAGES: 4
ADDRESSEE(S):

AUTHOR(S):
Andy Koulermos/McCulley Frick & Gilman, Inc. Bill Adams/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Memo providing information on differential settling of the gypsum stack and potential effects on a

liner at the J. R. Simplot Don Plant.

Vol.2 - 1059366 DOC ID: 68856

DATE: 10/14/96 PAGES: 9
- ADDRESSEE(S):

AUTHOR(S):
Bill Adams/EPA_ C ,

Ear Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.
DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Responses to EPA's 10/01/96 Comments on Draft Comparative Analysis Report,
FS Sections 7 and 8 - Simplot Subarea (aerial mapping sheet index included).

2.1 . . Vol.2 - 1059493 DOCID: 69092
DATE: 10/24/96 PAGES: 23

AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Responses to EPA Comments on the Draft Comparative Analysis Report,
Feasibility Study Sections 7 and 8 - FMC Subarea. '

2. 1. Vol.2 - 1059367 DOCID: 68857
DATE: 11/4/36 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. ©  Bill Adams/EPA
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached EPA Comments on Draft Comparative Analysis Report, FS Sections 7 and 8 -
QOffsite Subarea.
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

2.2 1. . Vol1- 000002 DOCID: 8006

DATE: 2/28/92 PAGES: 16
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: EPA comments on the Eastern Michaud Flats Revised RI/FS Workplan (dated 2/28/32).

2.2. 1. . Vol.1- 1058425 OOC ID: 68923

DATE: 2/28/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. T. Bemasek/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter submitting revised Work Plan, Sampling and Analysis Plan, and Health and Safety Plan to
reflect the EPA comments of 10/22/91. (Plans not attached)

2.2.1. . Vol 1 - 1059424 DOC ID: 68925

DATE: 3/3/192 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpilot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter of comments and concerns based upon review of the 02/06/92 Work Plan and SAP revisions
related to the subsurface investigations.

2. 2. 1. . Vol 1- 000003 DOCID: 7799

DATE: 4/21/92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): : . ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

Ead Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter stating that EPA disapproves the RI/FS Draft Workplan for the Eastern Michaud Flats Site and -
that several major issues still must be addressed as outlined.

2.2.1. . Vol 1 - 1059427 DOC ID: 68927

DATE: 7/6/92 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Eart Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION:. Approval letter and attached EPA Comments on June 1992 RI/FS Workplan and SAP Addendum.
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2.2. . . Vol.1- 000001 DOCID: 6621
DATE: PAGES: 19
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown C

DESCRIPTION: Statement of Work for Eastern Michaud Flats Remedial investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS).

2. 2. . . Vol 1- 000002 DOC ID: 7802

DATE: 6/1/92 PAGES: 354
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bechtel Environmental, Inc. J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Work Plan for the Eastern Michaud Flats Site.

SUB-MEAD: 2. 2. 1. . Vol1 - Comments

2.2.1. . Vol 1 - 000001 DOCID: 7788

DATE: 10/22/91 PAGES: 32
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.
DESCRIPTION: Letter, including list of addressees on the Technical Advisory Group, and attached comments
regarding the RI/FS workplan. C

2. 2. 1. . Vol.1- 1059421 DOCID: 68892

DATE: 11/15/91 PAGES: 51
AUTHOR(S): _ ) ADDRESSEE(S):
Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter outlining general concerns on EMF draft Task 1 scoping documents and attached PRP
Response to EPA Comments on Task 1 Deliverdbtes.

2.2.1. . Vol.1- 1059422 DOC ID: 68902

DATE: 11/21/91 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Earl Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp. -

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding several general issues that need to be clarified which were raised in the 11/15/91
response to EPA comments on draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan.

C
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

DESCRIPTION: Remedial Investigation Report; Part Il Surface and Subsurface Characterizations, Volume |, Sections

1-3. -

' SUB-HEAD: 2.5 .. Vol2- Remedial Investigation Report
2.5 . . Vol.2- 1041976 DOC ID: 67952
DATE. 8r1/96 PAGES: 350
AUTHOR(S): ' ADDRESSEE(S):
Bechtel Environmental, inc. FMC Corp.
J.R. Simplot Co.
DESCRIPTION: Remedial Investigation Report; Part Il Surface and Subsurface Characterizations, Volume H,
Sections 4-4.2.
2.5 . . Vol.2- 1041977 DOCID: 67953
DATE: 8/1/96 PAGES: 250
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bechtel Environmental, Inc. FMC Corp.
J.R. Simplot Co.
DESCRIPTION: Remedial Investigation Report; Part Il Surface and Subsurface Characterizations, Volume Iil,
Sections 4.3-4 4.
‘ 2.5 .. Vol.2- 1041978 DOCID: 67954
DATE. 8/1/96 PAGES: 200
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bechtel Environmental, Inc. FMC Corp.
J.R. Simplot Co.
DESCRIPTION: Remedial Investigation Report; Part Il Surface and Subsurface Characterizations, Volume 1V,
Sections 4.5-5. R
SUB-HEAD: 2. 5. .. Vol.3 - Remedial Investigation Report
2.5 . . Vo3 - 1041979 DOC ID: 67955
DATE: B8/1/96 PAGES: 900
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bechtel Environmental, Inc. FMC Corp.

J.R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Remedial Investigation Report; Part Il Appendices A-J for Surface and Subsurface
Characterizations.
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2.2 1. . Vol.1- 1058500 DOCID: 69469
DATE: 11/24/93 PAGES: 19

AUTHOR(S):

Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

ADDRESSEE(S): _
Bill Adams/EPA C/

Earl Mapes/J. R. Simpiot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning air monitoring documentation and test resuits and attached Response to EPA
Comments on EMF Air Monitoring Program SOP's dated October 1993.

Sampling and Analysis Data

SUB-HEAD: 2.3. .. Vol.1 .
2.3 .. Vol1- 000001 DOCID: 7800
DATE: 2/1/92 PAGES: 193
AUTHOR(S): . ADDRESSEE(S):

Bechtel Environmental, Inc. J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Sampling and Analysis Pian for the Eastern Michaud Fiats Site.

Health and Safety Plan

SUB-HEAD: 2. 4. . . Vol.1 -
2.4 .. Vol1- 000001 DOCID: 7801
_DATE: 2/1/82 PAGES: 242
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. R. Simplot Co. C

Bechtel Environmental, Inc.
DESCRIPTION: Health and Safety Plan for the Eastern Michaud Fiats Site.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 5. . . Vol 1 - Remedial Investigation Report
2.5 . . Vol1- 1041974 DOCID: 67950
DATE: 8/1/86 PAGES: 126
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bechtel Environmental, Inc. FMC Corp.
J.R. Simpiot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Remedial Investigation Report; Part | Executive Summary.

1041975 DOC ID: 67951

2.5 . . Vol1-
DATE: 8/1/96 PAGES: 350
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bechtel Environmental, inc. FMC Corp.
J.R. Simpiot Co. C N
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2.5 .. Vol.7- 1041984 DOCID: 67961
DATE: 8/1/96 PAGES: 600

AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

Bechtel Environmental, Inc. FMC Corp.

J.R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Remedial investigation Report; Part Ili Appendices AF-AM for Air Quality Characterization.

Vol. 1 - Feasibility Study

SUB-HEAD: 2. 6. . .
2.6 . . Vol.1- 1059381 DOCID: 68866

DATE:  5/1/96 PAGES: 250
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
FMC Corp. Unknown
J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Feasibility Study Report, Sections 1 through 6, Offsite Subarea.

2 6. .. Vol1- 1059382 DOC ID: 68867
DATE:. 5/1/96 PAGES: 400
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. R. Simplot Co. Unknown

' DESCRIPTION: Feasibility Study Report, Sections 1 through 6, Simpiot Subarea.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 6. .. Vol.2- Feasibility Study
2.6. . . Vol.2- 1059383 DOC ID: 68868
DATE: 6/1/96 PAGES: 350
AUTHOR(S). ADDRESSEE(S):
FMC Corp. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Feasibility Study Report, Section 1 through 6, FMC Subarea.

Vol.2 - 1059384 DOCID: 68869

2. 6.
DATE: 2/1/97 PAGES: 200
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J. R. Simplot Co. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Comparative Analysis Report for Feasibility Study Sections 7 and 8 of Simplot Subarea

2-36
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SUB-HEAD: 2.5. .. Vol.4. Remedial Investigation Report S
2.5 . . Vo4 - 1041980 DOCID: 67957
DATE. 8/1/96 PAGES: 500 C
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): ’
Bechte! Environmental, Inc. FMC Corp.
J.R. Simplot Co.
DESCRIPTION: Remedial Investigation Report; Part Il Appendices K-T for Surface and Subsurface
Characterizations.
SUB-HEAD: 2. 5. .. Vol.5 - Remedial Investigation Report
2. 5. . . Vol.5- 1041881 DOCID: 67958
DATE: 8/1/96 PAGES: 1,000
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bechtel Environmental, Inc. FMC Corp.
J.R. Simplot Co.
DESCRIPTION: Remedial Investigation Report; Part || Appendices U-X for Surface and Subsurface
Characterizatic;nst
SUB-HEAD: 2.5 .. Vol6 - Remedial Invéstigation Report C
2.5 .. Vol.6- 1041982 DOCID: 67959
DATE: 8/1/96 PAGES: 245
. AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bechtel Environmental, inc. FMC Corp.
J.R. Simplot Co.
DESCRIPTION: Remediai investigation Report; Part i1l Air Quality Characterization Air Modeling Report, Volume Il,
Sections 1-6.
2.5 . . Vol.6 - 1041983 DOCID: 67960 !
DATE: 8/1/96 PAGES: 1,000 '
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): -
Bechtet Environmental, inc. FMC Corp.

J.R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Remedial Investigation Report; Part lll Appendices AA-AE for Air Quality Characterization.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 5 .. Vol7- Remaeadial Investigation Report : C
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2.7 . . Vol2 - 1059380 DOC ID: 68864

DATE: 9/1/85 PAGES: 183
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Sciences International, Inc. Unknown

. DESCRIPTION: Monte Carlo Assessment of Risks to Residents in the Vicinity of the EMF Site Via the Homegrown
Fruit and Vegetable Exposure Pathway.

SUB-HEAD: 2.7.1. . Vol.1- Evaluations/Responses

2. 7.1 . Vol.1- 1059472 DOCID: 68972

DATE: 8/4/94 PAGES: 69
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Steve Curreri/J. R. Simpiot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter and five attachments in response to 06/26/94 letter regarding risk assessment data needs

2.7.1. . Vol 1- 1059471 DOCID: 68974

DATE. 6/20/95 PAGES: 75
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Steve Curreri/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

. Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Comments and recommendations on the draft Risk Assessment for EMF and attachments.

2. 7. 1. . Vol.1 - 1059470 DOCID: 68975

DATE: 2/14/96 PAGES: 13
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Eart Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter and Comments on the Revised EMF Risk Assessment.

2.7.1 . Vol.1 - 1059469 DOC ID: 68976

DATE. 3/21/96 PAGES: 11
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Eari Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Bill Adams/EPA
Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
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2.6. . . VolL2 - 1059385 DOCID: 68870
DATE: 3/1/97 PAGES: 51
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S}):
FMC Corp. Unknown C )
J. R. Simplet Co.

DESCRIPTION: Comparative Analysis Report for Feasibility Study Sections 7 and 8 of Offisite Subarea.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 6. .. VolL3 - Feasibility Study
2.6. .. Vol.3 - 1059512 DOC ID: 69866
DATE: 4/1/97 PAGES: 300
AUTHOR(S): . ADDRESSEE(S):
FMC Corp. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Feasibility Study Report, FMC Subarea.

SUB-HEAD: 2.7. .. VolLt- Risk Assessment
2.7 .. Vol.1- 1059378 DOCID: 68860
DATE: 7/1/95 PAGES: 500 o
AUTHOR(SY): : . ADDRESSEE(S):
Ecology & Environment, Inc. : EPA _ _ C

DESCRIPTION: Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment.

2. 7. .. VolLt- 1059379 DOC ID: 68861
DATE: 7/1/95 PAGES: 650
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ecology & Environment, Inc. EPA

DESCRIPTION: Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment Apendix A-K.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 7. .. Vol.2 - Risk Assessment
2. 7. . . Vol2 - 1059491 DOCID: 68971
DATE: 7/1/85 PAGES: 500
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ecology & Environment, Inc. EPA

DESCRIPTION: Ecological Risk Assessment for Eastern Michaud Flats.
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DESCRIPTION: Comments in support of the proposed Remedial Alternatives as outlined in the Proposed Plan.

2.8. 1. . Vol.1-. 1046298 DOC ID: 96803

‘ DATE: 5r21/97 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
L. J. MailletUnknown Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Comments on EPA's proposed cleanup plan for the Eastern Michaud Flats site.

2.8 1 . Vol1- 1046299 DOCID: 96904

DATE: 6©/4/97 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Robert D. Orchard/Unknown Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Handwritten comments on the proposed plan for the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund site.

2.8 1. . VolL1 - 1046300 DOCID: 96905

DATE: 6/26/97 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Patrick L. Avery/J.R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter on behalf of the J. R. Simplot Company, M &C Group, expressing support for the Eastern
Michaud Flats Notice of Plan.

‘ 2.8 1. . Vol.1- 1046301 DOCID: 96910

DATE: 6/29/97 PAGES: 3 _
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S).
Susan Hanson/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Handwritten transmittal page and attached Comments of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe on the
Proposed Plan for Eastern Michaud Flats dated 03/03/97.

2. 8. 1. . Vo1 - 1046302 DOCID: 96911

DATE: 7/6/197 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Richard C. Green/Unknown Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Comments on the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site.

2. 8. 1. . Vol 1 - 1046303 DOCID: 96912

DATE. 7/10/97 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Rob J. Hartman/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA
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DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding evaluation of the homegrown produce pathway at the EMF site.

2.7 1. . Vol.1- 1059468 DOCID: 68980 C

DATE: 5/16/96 PAGES: 8 -
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA

Eart Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.
DESCRIPTION: Letter providing clarification on certain key aspects of findings on the evaluation of the homegrown
produce pathway at the EMF site.

SUB-HEAD: 2.8 .. Vol.1- Proposed Plan
2.8 . Vol. 1 - 1059674 DOCID: 70372
DATE: 4/21/97 PAGES: 24
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Proposed Plan for Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site.

y SUB-HEAD: 2.8. 1. . Vol1 - Comments
Y4 .
2.8.1. . Vol.1- 1046295 DOCID: 96899 C
DATE: 5/13/97 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA

Allene M. Parker/Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Handwritten comments on the proposed plan for the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund site and
attached news clipping entitled "The Layered Look" concerning thermal inversion.

2. 8. 1. . Vol.1- 1046296 DOCID: 96900

DATE: 5/15/97 PAGES: 2 _
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Karen Martinat/Unknown Bill Adams/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Handwritten comments on the proposed plan for the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund site.

2. 8. 1. . Vol.1- 1046297 DOC ID: 96901

DATE: 5/19/97 PAGES: 1 '
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Sam Nettinga/Unknown Bill Adams/EPA
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-HEADING: 3. 0. . . RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) R
SUB-HEAD: 3. 1. .. Vol.1- Correspondence
3.1. . . Vol.1- 1046329 DOCID: 96962
DATE: 5/19/98 PAGES: 1

ADDRESSEE(S):

AUTHOR(S):
Chuck Clarke/EPA

Wallace N. Cory/ldaho Division of Environmental Quality

DESCRIPTION: State of Idaho concurrence on the Eastern Michaud Flats Record of Decision.

3. 1. . . Vol1- 1046330 DOCID: 96863

DATE: 6/3/98 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S):
Amold Appenay/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
DESCRIPTION: Letter on behalf of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation regarding EPA's
’ Record of Decision.

ADDRESSEE(S):
Randall F. Smith/EPA

SUB-HEAD: 3. 2. .. Vol1- Record of Decision
3.2. . . Vol1- 1046332 DOCID: 97013
DATE: 6/8/98 PAGES: 331
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Charles Clarke/EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Record of Decision; Declaration, Decision Summary, and Responsiveness Summary for Eastern
Michaud Flats Superfund Site.
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DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached FMC Corporation's Comments on the EPA's Propased Plan for the Easten
Michaud Flats Site dated 05/12/97.

2. 8. 1. . Vol 1- 1046304 DOCID: 96913

DATE: 7729197 PAGES:. 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Richard C. Green/Unknown

DESCRIPTION: EPA response to 07/06/97 letter regarding the Air Pathways Investigations for the Eastern Michaud
Flats Site.

2.8 1. . Vol.1- 1046305 DOCID: 96914

DATE: 8/15/97 PAGES: 12
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Preston Sleeger/USDOI Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter in response to opportunity to review and comment on the proposed plan to clean up the
..=tern Michaud Flats Superfund Site and attached Preliminary Natural Resources Survey.

2. 8. 1. . Vol 1 - 1046306 DOCID: 96915

DATE: 9/17/87 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Shosr}one-Bannock Tribes EPA

DESCRIPTION: Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Comments on EPA Proposed PlarvRecord of Decision for Eastern
Michaud Fiats Superfund Site.
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4. 1. . . Vol 1 - 1059434 DOCID: 69007

DATE. 2/10/92 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter listing a few concerns regarding Section 6 Phase | Remedial Investigation Scope.

4. 1. . . Vol 1- 1059435 DOC ID: 69008

DATE: 3/20/92 ~ PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter submitting points for consideration following review of Work Plan, Sampling and Analysis Plan,
and the Health and Safety Plan.

4. 1. . . Vol1 . 1059436 DOCID: 68009

DATE: 8/28/92 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter providing State of /daho perspective on the PRP's and Contractor request for an extension of
the schedule for RI/FS activities.

4. 1. . . Vol.1 - 1058437 DOC ID: 69040

DATE: 9/14/92 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning review of E & E's Field Trip Report for the EMF Surface Water/Sediment and Soil
Sampling activities.

4 1. . . Vol1- 1059438 DOC ID:" 69043
DATE. 10/2/92 PAGES: 4 .
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Audrey L. Cole/ldaho Dept. of Health & Welfare Gordon Brown/IDHW

DESCRIPTION: Comments on the EMF Air Pathways Monitoring Plan and identification of numerous critical
oversights believed 1o be important to ensure adequacy of the air monitoring plan for Eastern

Michaud Flats.

4 1. . . Vol 1 - 10538438 DOC ID: 69046
DATE: 10/22/92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/1IDHW Bill Adams/EPA
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HEADING: 4. 0. . . STATE COORDINATION
SUB-HEAD: 4.1. .. Vol.1- Correspondence )
4. 1. . . Vol 1 - 000001 DOCID: 6823
DATE: 1/17/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Dean Nygard/iDHW

DESCRIPTION: Eastern Michaud Flats RI/FS Administrative Order.

4. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059430 DOC ID: 69003
DATE: 2/1/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Dean Nygard/IDHW

DESCRIPTION: Letter requesting that an appropriate member of the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare serve
as a member of a technical advisory group (TAG) for the Eastern Michaud Fiats Superfund site.

4.1 . . Vol1- 1059431  DOCID: 69004
" DATE:  2/1/91 PAGES: 2

AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): C

Lance E. Nielsen/IDHW Catherine Krueger/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding Superfund project officer designation and intent of Idaho to participate in all technical
and legal meetings at Eastern Michaud Flats and other Idaho NPL sites.

4. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059432 DOCID: 69005

DATE: 5/22/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Boyd D. Roberts/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding comments on the Eastern Michaud Flats RI/FS summary and data needs report.

4. 1. . . Vol1- 1059433 DOCID: 69006
DATE: 9/27/91 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Boyd D. Roberts/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding comments on the Eastern Michaud Flats RI/FS draft Work Plan, Sampling and
Analysis Plan, and Health and Safety Plan.
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George Spinner/State of Idaho Bill Adams/EPA ‘

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the Phase !l Site Investigation Plan. !

4. 1. . . Vol 1 - 1059446 DOCID: 63056

DATE: 5/13/93 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Follow up to a phone conversation, stating a few points that the State of Idaho would be interested in
seeing discussed.

4. 1. . . Vol.1 - 1059447 DOCID: 69057

DATE: 5/24/93 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Browr/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning the PRPs recent challenge to the requirement that they run air'monito_rs on a daily
basis and arguments reinforcing the State's position that they should conduct daily monitoring.

4. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059448 DOCID: 68070

DATE: 7/30/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): _ ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Browr/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter stating that the State is obtaining data in a format that helps to evaluate the Eastern Michaud
Flats Site and requests to see alternate plots from E & E and also some plots from Sciences.

4. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059449 DOC ID: 69071
DATE: 9/20/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the Air Pathways Monitoring Program and the overall air monitoring
program.
4. 1. . . Vol 1. 1059495 DOCID: 69072
DATE: 10/18/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bilt Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter strongly asserting the position that resource trustee issues need to be resolved and while
remediation may not be a viable course of action, there is need to determine if current plant activities

are influencing the ecosystem.
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DESCRIPTION: Letier- stating it would appear that there are still some questions regarding oversight and notification

of RI/FS field activities.

4. 1. . . Vol.1- 1053440 DOCID: 69047 C

DATE: 11/5/92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Biil Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding the nature and frequency of formally recorded air complaints and attached ldaho
State report of formal air complaints for the month of September.

4. 1. . . Vol 1 - 1059441 DOC ID: 69048

DATE: 12/2/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW . Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Comments on a letter sent to EPA from the PRPs and. Bechtel dated 11/25/92, which outlined
reasons for extending the schedule for Superfund activities.

4. 1. . . Vol.1 - 1059442 DOCID: 68052

DATE: 1/6/93 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Comments on the 10/14/92 Conference notes and review of ground water data for the first round of C
sampling.

4 1. . . Vol.1- 1059443 DOCID: 69053

DATE: 2/8/93 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter stating strong support for EPA's position and thanks for incorporating State concerns in EPA
comments on the January, 1993 Air Dispersion Modeling for the Eastern Michaud Flats Site.

4 1. . . Vol.1- 1059444 DOC ID: 69054

DATE. 3/4/93 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the EMF Air Pathways Monitoring Plan.

4. 1. . . Vol1- 1059445 DOCID: 68055

DATE: 5&/7/93 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): C
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4 1. . . Vol.1 - 1059456 DOC ID: 69082
DATE: 2/17/34 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning communications with the idaho EPA Operations Office regarding the FMC NPDES
permit.
4. 1. . . Vol 1 - 1059457 DOC ID: 69083
DATE: 2/17/94 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached General Comments to the EMF Preliminary Site Characterization Summary.

4 1. . . Vol.1 - 1059458 DOC ID: 69084
DATE: 4/5/94 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Letter reviewing concerns of the State on the Air Pathway and the Preliminary Site Characterization
Summary. '
4 1. . . Vol.1 - 1059459 DOC ID: 69085
DATE: 5/5/95 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Letter of transmittal for comments on the EMF draft Ecological Risk Assessment. (Comments not
attached) .
4 1. . . Vol 1 - 1059460 DOC ID: 69086
DATE: 5/30/95 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning a survey of the EMF area to verify that there are vegetable gardens and fruit
trees/bushes and attached survey form and map.

4 1. . . Vol.1- 1059461 DOC ID: 69088
DATE: 7/13/95 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Brian D. Abbott/Idaho Dept. of Health & Weifare Bill Adams/EPA
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4. 1. . . Vol.1 - 1053450 DOCID: 69073 .. .
DATE: 10r19/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the Air Pathways Monitoring Program Standard Operating Procedures.

4 1. . . Vol 1. 1059451 DOC ID: 68074

DATE: 12/3/183 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding Bill Ryan's review of the need for detection limits at levels initially anticipated and
his own search for methods to monitor acid vapors/gases, and stating strong support for this effort.

4. 1. . . Vol 1 - 1059452 DOC ID: 69075
DATE: 12/6/93 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Response to review of the Background Chemical Compositions of Scils paper presented in October
of 1993. .
4 1. . . Vol 1 - 1059453 DOC ID: 69076
DATE: 12/13/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Browrn/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached oversight information from two visits to EMF air monitoring stations on 10/25/93
and 11/02/93.

4 1. . . Vol 1- 1059454 DOC ID: 69079

DATE: 12723/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the EMF Air Pathway Quality Assurance Project Plan.

4 1. . . Vol.1- 1059455 DOC ID: 68080
DATE: 1/19/94 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter in reply to a request for prioritizing response items on Air SOPs.
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HEADING: 5. 0. . . ENFORCEMENT
‘ SUB-HEAD: 5. 1. .. Vol.1 - Correspondence
5. 1. . . Vol.1 - 000001 DOCID: 6624
DATE: 4/29/91 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Charles E. Findley/EPA : Dana A. Rasmussen/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Request for Extension of 80-Day Negotiation Moratorium.

5.1, . . Vol.1- 1059465 DOC ID: 69094
DATE: 11/9/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
David M. Heineck/Heller Ehrman White & Mcauliffe Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning EPA comments on Candidate Technologies Memorandum and stating that the
companies see no need to invoke dispute resolution procedures at this time.

5. 1. . . Vol 1- 1059466 DOCID: 69095
DATE: 1727194 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Steve Currer/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA
Ron Hosking/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding agreement to toll dispute resolution on ecological assessment.

SUB-HEAD: 5.2. .. Vol1 - Notice Letters/Information Requests
§.2. .. Vol1- 000001 DOCID: 6625
DATE: 11/7/90 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Philip G. MillanvEPA M. R. Wood/Bannock Paving Co.

DESCRIPTION: Request for Information Involving the Eastern Michaud Superfund Sites.

5.2. . . Vol 1 - 000002 DOC ID: 6626
DATE. 11/7/90 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Philip G. MillanvEPA John Cochrane/J. R. Simpict Co.
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DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Review of PRP Comments on Draft Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment.

4 1. . . Vol.1- 1059462 DOC ID: 69089
DATE: 11/6/95 PAGES: 17
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Browrn/IDHW Unknown
DESCRIPTION: State of Idaho Comments on the Eastern Michaud Fiats Superfund Site Remedial Investigation
Report.
4. 1. . . Vol 1 - 1059463 DOCID: 68090
DATE: 11721/95 PAGES: 12 :
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Flouride Brief from the State of idaho.

4. 1. . . Vol 1 - 1059464 DOCID: 639091
DATE: 12/19/95 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gordon Brown/IDHW Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached State of idaho Comments on the EMF Draft Memorandums on Development and
Preliminary Screening of Remedial Alternatives.
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5.3 . . Vol1- 000001 DOCID: 6701
DATE: 5/31/91 PAGES: 88
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Cynthia L. Mackey/EPA David Heineck/Heller Ehrman White & Mcaulifte

. DESCRIPTION: Transmits a conformed copy of the Administrative Order on Consent for RI/FS at the Eastern
Michaud Superfund site.
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DESCRIPTION: Request for Information Involving the Eastern Michaud Superfund Sites.

5.2 . . VolL1- 000003 DOCID: 6627
DATE. 11/7/90 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Philip G. MillamvEPA Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Request for Information Involving the Eastern Michaud Superfund Sites.

5. 2. . . Vol.1- 000004 DOCID: 7838
DATE: 1/17/91 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Philip G. Millam/EPA Bill Moore/J.R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter written to notify the PRPs of potential liability with respect to the Site and to determine whether
the PRPs are willing to conduct the RI/FS.

5.2. . . Vol 1- 000005 DOC ID: 6628
DATE. 3/5/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Philip G. MillamVEPA M. R. Wood/Bannock Paving Co.

DESCRIPTION: Request for additional information involving the Eastern Michaud Superfund Sites.

SUB-HEAD: §. 2. 1. . Vol.1 - Responses to Notice Letters

5. 2. 1. . Vol 1- 000001 DOCID: 7836

DATE: 2/5/90 PAGES: 343
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
William S. Moore/FMC Corp. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attachments in response to EPA’s 01/07/90 information request. (Confidential Business
Information located at EPA Region 10, Records Center, 1200 6th Ave., Seattle, WA 98101)

5 2.1 . Vol.1- 000002 DOCID: 7837

DATE. 1/31/91 PAGES: 531
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Terry T. Uhling/J. R. Simplot Co. Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attachments in response to EPA’s 01/07/90 information request.

SUB-HEAD: 5.3. .. Vol.1- Administrative Order on Consent
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6. 1. . . Vol 1- 000005 .DOCID: 6653
DATE: 8/12/91 PAGES: 10
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Jim Sieverson/FMC Corp.

Eari Mapes/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Letter of transmittal for attached document cited in the Data Needs Report, a letter from Jonathan
Deason of the Department of Interior to Charles Findley of the EPA.

6.1 .. Vol1- 1059389 DOCID: 69098
DATE: 9727/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Charies H. Lobdell/U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the draft Work Plan and Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Eastern
Michaud Flats Site.

6. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059390 DOC ID: 68089
DATE: 11/21/91 PAGES: 1 :
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Charles H. Lobdell/U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning PRP response to EPA's comments on the RI/FS draft Work Plan and strong
recommendation that sampling of biota in springs and in the Portneuf River near spring discharge
points be included in Phase | activities.

6. 1. . . Vol.t- 1058391 DOCID: 69100
DATE: 1/6/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Charles H. Lobdell/U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Response to Conference Notes of a meeting on Eastern Michaud RI/FS Work Plan.

6. 1. . . Vol1- 1059382 DOCID: 69101

DATE: 4/2/92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Charles H. Lobdell/l. S. Fish & Wildlife Service Bill Adams/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the RI/FS revised Work Plan, Sampling and Analysis Plan, and Health and
Safety Plan.
6. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059383 DOCID: 69102
DATE: 9/18/92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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HEADING: 6. 0. . . NATURAL RESOURCE TRUSTEES

SUB-HEAD: 6.1. . . Vol1 - Correspondence

6. 1. . . Vol 1- 000001 DOCID: 6649

DATE: 7/20/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADORESSEE(S):

Paul D. Rachetto/U. S. Department of the Interior David Bennett/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Proposed listing of Eastern Michaud Flats as a NPL Hazardous Waste Site.

6. 1. . . Vol.1- 000002 DOCID: 6650
DATE: 9/28/90 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Jonathan P. Deason/U. S. Department of the Interior Charles E. Findley/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning preliminary natural resources survey on the Eastern Michaud Fiats Contamination
Site to determine whether the Secretary of the Interior's trust responsibilities are involved.

]

6. 1. . . Vol.1- 000003 DOCID: 6651
DATE: 1/17/91 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Charles S. Polityka/U. S. Dept. of the Interior

DESCRIPTION: Transmits a copy of the Special Notice paékage for initiation of negotiations for the RI/FS.

6.1. . . Vol.1. 000004 DOCID: 6652
DATE: 2/1/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Charles S. Polityka/U. S. Dept. of the Interior
DESCRIPTION: Requests that the reéipient or representative serve as a member of a Technical Advisory Group
(TAG).
6. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059388 DOCID: 69097
DATE. 5/23/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Charles H. Lobdell/U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the EPA Site Summary and Data Needs Report.
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HEADING: 7.0. . . TRIBAL COORDINATION
' SUB-HEAD: 7. 1. .. Voi.1 - Correspondence
7.1. . . Vol 1- 000001 DOC ID: 6654
DATE: 6/1/82 PAGES: 38
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
U.S. Dept of the interior Unknown
DESCRIPTION: Ground-water Conditions in the Eastern Part of the Michaud Flats, Fort Hall Indian Reservation,
ldaho.
7.1 . . Vol.1- 000002 DOC ID: 6655
DATE: 8/25/82 PAGES: 10
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Dwight Tanner/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Shoshone-Bannock 208 Water Quality Managment Plan and Environmental Assessment.

?. 1. . . Vol 1 - 000003 DOCID: 6656
DATE: 117191 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
‘ Bill Adams/EPA Roger Tumer/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding the Tribes' involvement in the scoping process and a steering committee to
coordinate the issues at the site.

7.1 . . Vel 1 - 000004 DOCID: 6657
DATE: 2/1/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Roger Tumer/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
DESCRIPTION: Requests that the recipient or a representative serve as a member of a Technical Advisory Group
(TAG).
7.1 . . Vol.1 - 1059399 DOCID: 69112
DATE: 2/14/91 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(SY):
Roger Tumer/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning Eastern Michaud Flats Technical Advisory Group (TAG) and designation of a
representative to serve as a member of the TAG.
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Charles H. LobdellU. S. Fish & Wildlife Service Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding a site tour to visit the various fish and wildlife habitats that may potentially be
affected by releases from the site and summary of Service trust resources and concerns at the EMF

site.
6. 1. . . Vol 1 - 1059394 DOCID: 69103
DATE: 5/10/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): . ADDRESSEE(S):
Charles H. Lobdell/U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the Phase |l Site Investigation Plan.

6. 1. . . Vol.1 - 1059395 DOCID: 69104
DATE: 9/22/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Charles H. Lobdel/U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter to re-state the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service position regarding the need for additional
sampling of habitats within American Falls Reservoir by summarizing key points.

6.1. . . Vol1- 1059386 DOCID: 69107
_ DATE:  1/11/94 PAGES: 3

AUTHOR(S): | ADDRESSEE(S):

Charles H. Lobdell/U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning ecological sampling at Eastern Michaud Flats site and offering arguments to
support the need for additional sampling in American Falls Reservoir and Fort Hall bottoms area.

6. 1. . . Vol.1- 1059397 DOCID: 68110
DATE: 7/5/95 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Charles H. Lobdell/U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the Draft Ecological Risk Assessment.
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DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Comments on Revised Work Plan, June 1992.

7.1 . . Vol.1- 1059406 DOC ID: 69137
DATE. 8/6/92 PAGES: 2
‘ AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter to further define and clarify the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes' position in regard to roles that are
to be played by the various parties in the oversight of Phase 1 investigation.

7.1 . . Vol1- 1059407 DOC ID: 69138

DATE: 9/10/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the proposed schedule and backing to maintain the current timeline.

7.1. . . Vol1- 1059408 DOCID: 69139

DATE: 1/8/93 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes - Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the proposed method of Phosphorous monitoring and the resuits from the
air dispersion madeling. '

7.1 . . Vol.1- 1059409 DOCID: 69140
DATE: 12/7/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes : Bill Adams/EPA

ODESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the Human Health Data Gaps paper.

7.1 . . Vol 1- 1059410 DOC ID: 69141
DATE: 12/9/93 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(SY).
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the Air Pathways Quality Assurance Plan.

7.1 . . Vol.1- 1059496 DOCID: 69143

DATE: 2/14/94 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA
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7.1 . . Vol.1- 1059400

DATE: 4/16/91
AUTHOR(S):

James Osbome/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

DOC ID;
PAGES:

69113

2
ADDRESSEE(S):

Bill Adams/EPA

M

DESCRIPTION: Letter concerning clarifications and inciusions the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes feel must be
incorporated into the proposed Administrative Order on Consent for RI/FS.

7.1 . . Vol.1- 1058401 DOCID: 63114

DATE: 6/6/91 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Roger Tumer/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter regarding review of Eastern Michaud Flats site package and comments on data needs report
for Eastern Michaud Flats Site.

7.1 . . Vol1- 1059402 DOCID: 69116
DATE. 3/25/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwicik/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter informing EPA of appointment as interface officer on the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund site
for the Shoshone-Bannock tribe.

DOCID: 69118
PAGES: 7 - C
ADDRESSEE(S):

Bill Adams/EPA

7.1 . . Vol1. 1059403

DATE: 4/14/92
AUTHOR(S).
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached comments of the Shoshone-Bannock tribes on the proposed werk plan on the

EMF site.
7.1 . . VolL1 - 1059404 DOCID: 69135
DATE: 6/12/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes - Bill Adams/EPA }

DESCRIPTION: Letter transmitting information referenced in a phone conference of 06/11/92 concerning data
information and Pb210 analysis. (No attachments)

DOCID: 69136
PAGES: 2

7.1 . . Vol 1 - 1059405

DATE. 6/23/92
AUTHOR(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA
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DESCRIPTION: Letter and attached Shoshone-Bannock Tribe Comments on the Eastern Michaud Flats Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study.

7.1 . . Vol1- 1059418 DOCID: 69222

‘ DATE: 1/8/96 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
Susan Hanson/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Shoshone-Bannock Tribe Comments on EMF Draft Memorandums on Development and Preliminary
Screening of Remedial Alternatives.

7.1 . . Vol.1- 1059419 DOCID: 69223
DATE. 9/26/96 PAGES: 3 _
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Susan Hanson/Shoshone-Bannaock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Transmittal page and attached Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Comments on the FMC Subarea
Comparative Analysis Report.
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the Air Monitoring Report for the October 1993 monitoring effort.

7.1 . . Vol.1 - 1059412 DOC ID: 69144
DATE. 3/3/94 PAGES: 4 (
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the Preliminary Ecological Risk Assessment and Scoping Document.

7.1 . . Vo1 - 1059413 DOC ID: 69146
DATE. 3/14/94 PAGES: 2 _
AUTHOR(SY): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the telephone conference call regarding the air monitoring program and
stating that three main areas of concern are acid mist, radionuclides, analyte list.

7.1 . . Vol.1- 1059414 DOCID: 69148
DATE: 3/30/94 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Letter with comments on the Proposed Field Study for Ecological Assessment for the EMF Site,
dated 03/15/94 from Sciences International, inc. C
7.1, . . Vol1- 1059415 DOC ID: 69152
DATE. 8/16/94 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Fax cover sheet and attached letter with comments on the groundwater modeling report.

7.1, . . Vol.1 - 1059416 DOCID: 69156

DATE. 10/3/94 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Gary L. Fenwick/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Fax cover sheet and attached Comments on EMF Air Modeling Report.

7.1 . . Vol.1- 1059417 DOCID: 69162
DATE: 11/22/95 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Susan Hansor/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Bill Adams/EPA C\
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

HEADING: 9. 0. . . PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
. SUB-HEAD: 9.1. .. Vol1 - Correspondence
8. 1. . . Val1- 000001 DOC ID: 6658
DATE. 5/9/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
David M. Bennett/EPA Chris Ellis/Pocatello Public Library

DESCRIPTION: Confirmation letter that library will be used as repository for HRS documents associated with
Eastern Michaud Contamination- Site.

8. 1. . . Vol1- 000002 DOCID: 6659
DATE:  1/22/91 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bill Adams/EPA Michael Ortega/ldaho Citizens Network

DESCRIPTION: Provides information about the Special Notice Letter to FMC and Simplot, the Statement of Work for
the RI/FS and the community involvement process.

9.1 . . Vol1- 000003 DOCID: 6660
DATE: 4/1/91 PAGES: 1
. AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S):
Krista Rave/EPA Michael Ortega/ldaho Citizens Network

DESCRIPTION: information about the status of the Community Relations Plan.

9.1 . . Vol.1- 000004 DOCID: 6661
DATE. 10/4/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Krista Rave/EPA KIOK TV

DESCRIPTION: Transmits information about Superfund and a fact sheet on Eastern Michaud Flats.

9.1 . . Vol.1- 000005 DOCID: 6662
DATE: 11/20/91 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Krista Rave/EPA J. D. Taylor/Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Response to letter regarding air quality concerns.
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

HEADING: 8. 0. . . CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS/INQUIRIES
SUB-HEAD: 8. 1. . . Vol.1- Correspondence
8.1 . . Vol 1- 000001 DOCID: 6622

DATE: 5/5/91 PAGES: 2 -
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

Charles E. Fingley/EPA Steve Symms/U. S. Senate

DESCRIPTION: Provides an update on current CERCLA and RCRA activities.

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
DESCRIPTION: Superfund Fact Sheet.

8. 2. . . Vol1t- 000004 DOCID: 6702
DATE. 4/15/92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Superfund Fact Sheet.

8. 2. . . Volt. 1058477 DOCID: 68225
DATE: 3/9/93 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: EPA Fact Sheet concerning the Pocatello Area, the Particulate Control Prog'ram. and the Eastern
Michaud Flats Superfund Site.

9.2 . . Vol1- 1059478 DOCID: 69226
DATE: 9/29/93 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(SY):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: EPA Fact Sheet summarizing results from the first round of samples taken at the Eastern Michaud
Flats site as part of an ongoing investigation into the nature and extent of contamination.

9.2 .. Vol1- 1059479 DOCID: 69227
DATE: 10/28/93 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA ~ Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Superfund Fact Sheet regarding pond closure at FMC facility which began 10/20/93.

9.2 . . Vol1- 1059675 OOCID: 70374 -
DATE: 4121197 PAGES: 8
AUTHOR(S): . ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown
DESCRIPTION: Superfund Fact Sheet inviting comment on a proposed cleanup pian at the Eastern Michaud Fiats
Superfund Site.
SUB-HEAD: 9.3. .. Vol.1- informal Information Requests
9.3 . . Vol1- 000017 DOC ID: 6684
DATE: 5/3/89 PAGES: 1
. AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

9.1 . . Vol1t1- 000006 DOCID: 6663
DATE: 11/20/91 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Krista Rave/EPA Rob Erickson/Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Response to letter regarding air quality concerns.

8. 1. . . Vol.1- 000007 DOCID: 6664
DATE: 11/20/91 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): . ADDRESSEE(S):
Krista Rave/EPA Shona Newman/Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Response to letter regarding environmental concerns.

SUB-HEAD: 9.2, . . Vol.1 - Fact Sheets/Press Releases
9.2 .. Vol.1- 1059473 DOC ID: 69224
DATE: 1/23/91 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Congressional Update distributed solely to members of Congress who have constituents that could
. be affected by the matter of East Michaud Flats Superfund Site.

9.2 .. Vol1- 000001 DOCID: 6665 C
DATE: 9/1/91 PAGES: 2 '

AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Superfund Fact Sheet.

9.2 . . Vol1- 000002 DOC ID: 6666
DATE. 12/20/91 PAGES: 10 -
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Superfund Community Relations Plan.

9.2 .. Vol1- 000003 DOCID: 6667
DATE. 12/23/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA . Unknown

6/24/98 U.s. Environmental'Protection Agency, Region 10 Page



(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Roger A. Nobie/Chen-Northem, Inc. o David Bennet/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Support Documentation and Propasals for Idaho Sites added to the Superfund cleanup list.

’ 9.3 . . Vol1- 000005 DOCID: 6672
DATE: 5/10/89 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Roger Tumer/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes David Bennett/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Request for information regarding proposed site, FMC/Simplot.

9.3 . . Vol1- 000014 DOC ID: 6681
DATE: 5/10/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S): )
David M. Bennett/EPA Ward A. Woalleson/J. R. Simplot Co.

DESCRIPTION: Response to request for HRS documents.

9.3 . . Volt1- 000015 DOCID: 6682
DATE: 5/11/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp. David Bennett/EPA

. DESCRIPTION: Request for information.

9.3 . . Vol1- 000016 DOCID: 6683
DATE: 5/11/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ' ADDRESSEE(S):
David M. BennetVEPA Marc E. Bowman/FMC Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits requested HRS documents.

9.3 . . Vol1- 000006 DOCID: 6673
DATE: 5/12/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(SY):
David M. Bennett/EPA Roger Tumer/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

DESCRIPTION: Response to request for HRS documents.

9.3 .. Vol1- 000009 DOCID: 6676

DATE: 5/12/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMNATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Arthur A. Butler/Lindsay Hart Neil & Weigler David Bennett/EPA
DESCRIPTION: Request for documents.

9.3 . . VoLt - 000001 DOCID: 6668
DATE: 5/4/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Roger Sherman/idaho Citizen's Network David Bennet/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Request for information and data used by EPA to designate three Superfund sites in Pocatello and
Soda Springs, idaho.

9.3 .. Vol1- 000018 DOCID: 6685
DATE: 5/5/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
David M. Bennett/EPA Arthur Butler/Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Transmits requested HRS documents.

9.3 . . Vol1- 000013 DOCID: 6680
DATE. 5/8/89 PAGES:- 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Ward A. WollesorvJ. R. Simplot Co. David Bennett/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Request for information.

9.3 . . Vol1- 000019 DOCID: 6686
DATE: 5/8/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Shannon Ansley/Unknown David Bennett/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Request for information.

9.3 .. Vol1- 000002 DOCID: 6669
DATE: §&/9/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
David M. Bennett/EPA _ Roger Sherman/ldaho Citizen's Network

DESCRIPTION: Response to 05/04/89 request for HRS documents.

9.3 .. Vol1- 000003 DOCID: 6670

DATE:. 5/9/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
DESCRIPTION: Eastern Michaud Flats study to look at long-term health, environmental threats.

9.5 . . Vol'1-. 1058480 DOC ID: 68229
DATE: PAGES: 4
‘ AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
J.R. Simplot Co. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Interview with Earl Mapes regarding Superfund in the Earth's Resources publication by the J. R.
- Simplot Company Minerals and Chemical Group.

9.5 . . Vol1- 000001 DOC ID: 6696
DATE: 7/19/68 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Idaho State Journal Unknown

DESCRIPTION: FMC Disputes Report of Contaminated Water Under Pocatello Plant.

9.5 . . Vo.1- 000002 DOCID: 6697
DATE: 7/21/88 PAGES.: 1 .
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Stuart Englert/ldaho State Journal - Unknown

DESCRIPTION: It's Unlikely FMC Must Do Cleanup.

. 9.5 . . Vol.1- 000004 DOC ID: 6699
DATE: 7/24/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
{daho Statesman : Unknown

DESCRIPTION: EPA Admits Mistake in Report on FMC Water.

9.5 . . Vol1- 000005 DOCID: 6700
DATE: 6/19/90 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Seattle Post-Intelligencer : Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Tribe given hiring power on reservation.

9.5 . . Vol1- 1059481 DOCID: 69230
DATE: 8/1/91 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
FMC Corp. Unknown

6/24/98 U.S. Environmentai Protection Agency, Region 10 Page

9-9



(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
J. F. FrostyUmetco Minerals Corporation David Bennett/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Request for information relating to three sites proposed for addition to the NPL.

9.3 . . Vol1- 000020 DOCID: 6687
DATE: 5/12/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Annette Simpkins/Unknown David Bennet/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Request for information.

9.3 . . Vol1- 000004 DOCID: 6671
DATE: 5/15/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
David M. BennetVEPA Roger Noble/Chen-Northern

DESCRIPTION: Request for Hazard Ranking System Documents.

8.3 .. Vol.1- 000011 DOCID: €678
DATE. 5/18/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S).
Kim'L. Custer/ldaho Dept. of Health & Welfare David Bennett/EPA

DESCRIPTION: Request for HRS Documentation Packages.

9.3 .. Vol1- 000012 DOC ID: 6679
DATE: 5/19/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
David M. Bennett/EPA Kim L. Custer/IDHW

DESCRIPTION: Transmits requested HRS documents.

9.3 . . Vol1- 000010 DOC ID: 6677
DATE: 5/24/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
David M. BennetVEPA J. F. FrostUmetco Minerals Corp.

DESCRIPTION: Transmits HRS documenis as requested.

9.3 .. Volt- 000007 DOCID: 6674

DATE: 6/7/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

HEADING: 10. 0. ... TECHNICAL SOURCES AND GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS
I SUB-HEAD: 10. 1. . . Vol 1 - EPA Guidance/Orders
10. 1. . . Vol 1 - 000001 DOoC ID: 6703
DATE: 8/15/89 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
EPA Unknown

DESCRIPTION. Order, Water - General, Region 10 Ground-Water Data Management. R10 7500.1.

SUB-HEAD: 10.2. . . Vol.1 - Technical Sources
10. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000013 DOCID: 6716
DATE: PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Dwight Tanner/Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Excerpt from S-B 208 Water Quality Management Plan and Environmental Assessment, IV.

Groundwater Element, pages 4-6.

. 10. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000014 DOC ID: 6717
DATE

: PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):

Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Evaluation of Potential Groundwater Contamination Problem, pages 28-31.

10. 2. . . Vol 1 - 000015 DOC ID: 6718

DATE: PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

- DESCRIPTION: Evaluation of Potential Groundwater Contamination Problem, pages 28-31.

10. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000016 DOCID: 6719

DATE: PAGES: 43
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Bannock County Soil Survey.

6/24/98 ‘ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
J.R. Simplot Co. - Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Community Information Update from Corporate Superfund Information Offices.

9.5 . . Vol1- 1059485 DOC ID: 68231
DATE: 3/10/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Idaho State Journal Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Newspaper notice regarding a study of Eastern Michaud Flats for evidence of potential soil and
groundwater contamination.

8.5 . . Vol1- 1059484 DOC ID: 69232
DATE. 4/24/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): _ ADDRESSEE(S):
Tim Jackson/ldaho State Journal Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Crews sink wells to monitor poliution; FMC, Simplot help EPA study E. Michaud Flats.

9.5 .. Vo.1- 1059482 DOCID: 69233
DATE: 5/3/92 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Tim Jacksorn/ldaho State Journal Unknown

DESCRIPTION: FMC, Simplot and Sho-Bans agree to soil, water sampling.

9.5 . . Vol1- 1055483 DOCID: 69234
DATE: 9/15/92 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Tim Jacksorvidaho State Journal Unknown

DESCRIPTION: EPA approves Michaud Flats poliution study plan.

9.5 . . Vol.1- 1059476 DOCID: 69235
DATE. 2/1/93 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Bechtel Environmental, Inc. Unknown .

DESCRIPTION: EMF News concerning work Bechtel Environmental, inc. is performing at Eastern Michaud Flats on

behalf of FMC Corporation and J.R. Simplot Company.

9.5 . . Vo1 1059487 DOCID: 69236

DATE: 2/4/93 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S).

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 "~ Page
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

10. 2. . . Vol 1 - 000004 DOC ID: 6707 N
DATE: 12/1/83 PAGES: 112
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
. Pedco Environmental Unknown

DESCRIPTION Evaluation of Waste Management for Phosphate Processing, Interim Report on Characterization of
Phosphate Processing Wastes and Selection of Management Practices and Sites to be Monitored,

Draft.
10. 2. . . Vol 1 - 000005 DOCID: 6708
DATE: 1/1/84 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
U.S. Dept. of the Interior Unknown
DESCRIPTION: Excerpts from the 1984 Eastern Michaud Hydrological Study, Industrial Ponds and Storage Areas,
pages 25-28.
SUB-HEAD: 10. 2. . . Vol.2 - Technical Sources
10. 2. . . Vol.2 - 000006 DOCID: 6709
DATE: 1/1/84 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
U.S. Dept. of the Interior Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Excerpts from 1984 Eastern Michaud Hydrological Study, Summary, pages 26-28.

10. 2. . . Vol.2 - 000007 DOCID: 6710
DATE: 4/1/85 PAGES: 178
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
PEI Associates, Inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Draft Evaluation of Waste Management for Phosphate Processing.

10. 2. . . Vol.2 - 000008 DOC ID: 6711
DATE: 4/1/85 PAGES: 116
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Pedco Environmental Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Appendices A-E, Presurvey Analytical Data for Phosphate Processing Waste Characteristics.

10. 2. . . Vol 2 - 000008 DOC ID: 6712

DATE. 6/1/89 PAGES: 82
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
MK Environmental Services J. R. Simplot Co.

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

10. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000017 DOCID: 6720

DATE: PAGES: 23
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Miscellaneous Technical Sources.

10. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000012 DOCID: 6715

DATE: 1/1/64 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
John Sinkankas/Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Pages 416-419, Anhydrous Phosphates, from Mineralogy.

10. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000001 DOCID: 6704

DATE: 1/1776 PAGES: 42
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Donald E. Trimble/Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Geology of the Michaud and Pocatello Quadrangles, Bannock and Power Counties, Idaho, Geological
Survey Bulletin 1400.

10. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000011 DOCID: 6714

DATE: 1/1/82 PAGES: 17
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Harvey Blatt/Unknown Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Chapter 12, Phosporites, from Sedimentary Petrology.

10. 2. . . Vol.1 - 000002 DOCID: 6705

DATE: 6/1/82 PAGES: 38
AUTHOR(S): : ADDRESSEE(S).
Nathan D. Jacobsor/Ecology & Environment, Inc. Unknown

DESCRIPTION: Ground-water Conditions in the E_astem Part of Michaud Flats. Fort Hall indian Reservation, {daho.

10. 2. . . Vol 1 - 000003 DOCID: 6706

DATE: 6/1/82 PAGES: 15
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
U.S. Dept. of the Interior Unknown

DESCRIPTION Mlscellaneous pages from Ground-water Conditions in the Eastern Part of Michaud Flats, Ft. Hall
Indian Reservation, Idaho, USGS Open-File Report 82-570.

6/24/98 | U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page 10-2
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(EMCAR) EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS CONTAMINATION - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
DESCRIPTION: Attachment A, Report, Eastern Michaud Flats Contamination Site Study.

10. 2. . . Vol.2 - 000010 DOC ID: 6713
‘ DATE: 8/29/89 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR(S): ADDRESSEE(S):
Lorraine Edmond/EPA David BennetVEPA

DESCRIPTION: Elevation Relationships between the Portneuf River and Aquifers at Eastern Michaud Flats, Idaho.

6/24/98 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page

104






Final July 23, 2001

STATEMENT OF WORK
FOR RD/RA CONSENT DECREE
EPA - Region X

APPENDIX B
STATEMENT OF WORK FOR THE EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS SUPERFUND SITE
SIMPLOT OPERABLE UNIT
POCATELLO, IDAHO



Final July 23, 2001

II.

II1.

TABLE OF CONTENTS
INTRODUCTION ..ottt ittt ittt etetnnerenesosocassocssanens 1
OVERVIEW OF THE REMEDY ... ititiiiiiitninnrieacsennrncnsssannsnns 1
REMEDY ..ttt ittt ieiniinoseteansosasosuseesanonsonassassnsonasnns 2
A, COmMPONENtS ... ..uiitureenrnieneeenneunsosasasssnsancsosannnsnens 2
B. Treatment . ....covviiiienriieienereesneneessnasessssesesaasnenas 3
C. Performance Standards ... .....coviiiiiiiiiiiiiineitnrisaeienrirans 3
D. Elements of Work, Objectives and Performance Standards ............. 3
L Former East Overflow Pond . ................ccccciiuvunruaann 3
2. Dewatering Pit .........c.uuinuiniiii ittt iiennenrinens 3
3. Gypsum Stack Road . . ......... ... . i iiiiiiiiiinianans 4
4. Groundwater Extraction .................c.. 00 eieiiuieeancnans 4
5. Groundwater Monitoring ...............c..viercnnnennonnas 5
6. Simplot Plant Area Institutional Controls Program .............. 6
DESCRIPTION OF PLANSAND REPORTS ... . .iiiiiiiiiiiiiiieienannnsns 6
A. General Project Management ........c.oiiiiiinecveorvonaceraacnnes 6
L Progress Reports .......... ..ot onenocansennenns 6
2. Technical Memoranda . . . ............ ... ... ccceiiieinnnenan 7
B. Project Planning ... ....ccivintiiinaiiesnnennsnrsncannanessnseans 7
C. Remedial DesSign . ....ooviiiriniiniiniieiroeneeaanosnasennranenans 8
1 Remedial Design Planning .................cccuiiiueiieennnn. 8
2. Draft Remedial DeSign ...... ... .. ... uieuiereetennanannans 8
3. Intermediate Design . . ........ ... ... . ... iiiuienienannaanen. 11
4. Prefinal/Final Remedial Design . .................c.coivvun. 12
D. Remedial ACtion .......ciiieiiiiiiiiiineieeencesnnoaocsaasans 13
8 Remedial Action Planning . ..............c..c¢ccieuiicennnnnn 13
2. Prefinal Construction Inspection ................cccceeeensen. 17
3. Final Construction Inspection ..............ccceeeeveenenn. 17
4. Final Canstruction Completion Report ....................... 17
5. Remedial Action Certification Report . . ....................... 18
E. Operation and Maintenance ........c.cooiieiiiriiinreneennerannnns 19
L Operation and Maintenance Plan .. ................ccccouuu... 19
2. Operation and Maintenance Manual . ........................ 20
F. Performance Monitoring ..........c.ciiiiiieiriiiennenasosnnnanas 21
1 Sampling and Analysis Plan . ....................ccoivinnn. 21
2. Quality Assurance/Quality ControlPlan ...................... 21
3. Specifications . ............ ittt 21

i



Final July 23, 2001

V. SUMMARY OF MAJORDELIVERABLES . ... ... iiiiiiiiiiinenacnnnnns 22
A. FormerEastOverflow Pond . ...... ... iiuiiitiiivrrnnancnaneses 22
B. Dewatering Pit .......cccitiiiiiiiiiiiiiinineearnrnconennsnsanes 22
C. Gypsum Stack Road ......ciiiiiiiiiiiinrieineerernearonnrasanns 22
D. Groundwater Extraction ....................... M etitecneerasianes 22
E. Groundwater Monitoring ............ciiiiiiiiiiiriiannnncnneens 23
F. Simplot Plant Area Institutional Controls Program .................. 23
VL PROJECTSCHEDULE ... ..ititiitiietiterannncssassossseasansoasnans 24

REFERENCES ..ttt iiiri et itittatereennasesnsasssanosneesnnnns 26

it



Final July 23, 2001

STATEMENT OF WORK FOR THE
REMEDIAL DESIGN AND REMEDIAL ACTION
AT THE EASTERN MICHAUD FLATS SITE
SIMPLOT PLANT AREA

I. INTRODUCTION

This Statement of Work (SOW) outlines the work to be performed by Settling Defendant for the

Simplot Plant Area at the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site in Bannock and Power Counties

Idaho (“the Site™). The work outlined is intended to fully implement the Simplot Plant Area portion

of the remedy as described in the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Site, dated June 8,1998, and to

achieve the Performance Standards set forth in the Consent Decree and this SOW. The requirements

of this SOW will be further detailed in work plans and other documents either attached hereto or to

be submitted by the Settling Defendant for approval as set forth in this SOW. It is not the intent of
this document to provide task specific engineering or geological guidance. The definitions set forth

in Section IV of the Consent Decree shall also apply to this SOW unless expressly provided

otherwise herein.

Settling Defendant is responsible for performing the work to implement the selected remedy. EPA
shall conduct oversight of the Settling Defendant’s activities throughout the performance of the
work. The Settling Defendant shall assist EPA in conducting oversight activities.

EPA review or approval of a task or deliverable shall not be construed as a guarantee to the adequacy
of such task or deliverable. If EPA modifies a deliverable pursuant to Paragraph 14 of the Consent
Decree, such deliverable as modified shall be deemed approved by EPA for purposes of this SOW.
A summary of the major deliverables that Settling Defendant shall submit for the work is presented
in Section V.

IL. OVERVIEW OF THE REMEDY

The overall objectives of the remedial actions for the Site are to provide an effective mechanism for
protecting human health and the environment from contaminated Site soils and ground water. To
address the potential risks from the Site, the following ROD cleanup objectives were developed:

. Reduce the exposure to radon that would occur in future buildings constructed within the
Simplot Plant Area under a future industrial scenario.

. Prevent external exposure to radionuclides in soils at levels that pose estimated excess
cancer risks greater than 1 x 10™, or Site-specific background levels where that is not
practicable.

*  Prevent ingestion or inhalation of soils containing Contaminants of Concern (COCs) at

levels that pose estimated excess risks above 1 x 10, a non cancer risk HQ of 1, or Site-
specific background levels where that is not practicable.
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III.

Reduce the release and migration of COCs to the ground water from facility sources that
may result in concentrations in ground water exceeding risk-based concentrations (RBCs)
or chemical specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs),
specifically Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs).

Prevent potential ingestion of ground water containing COCs having concentrations
exceeding RBCs or MCLs (chemical specific ARARs) (see Table 36 of the ROD). The
RBCs shown in Table 36 correspond to a cancer risk of 10 or a Hazard Index of 1.0.

Restore ground water that has been impacted by Site sources to meet all RBCs or MCLs for

the COCs

REMEDY

The remedy for the Simplot Plant Area includes groundwater extraction and monitoring, excavation
of contaminated soils, monitoring, and institutional controls.

A.

Components

The major components of the remedy are generally described in Section 10.1 of the attached ROD
and in more detail in Section III.D below. The major components of the remedy presented in the
ROD are as follows:

Remediation of ground water in the Simplot Plant Area will consist of installation of a
network of shallow ground water wells on the northern edge of the gypsum stack and/or
downgradient of the Nitrogen Solutions Plant, and the installation of extraction pumps and
conveyance piping. The extracted ground water will be recycled into the Don Plant Process.

Ground water monitoring and evaluation shall be conducted as part of the cleanup remedy
for the Simplot Plant Area to determine the effectiveness of the extraction system and other
source control measures in reducing contamination and preventing migration of
contaminants to the Off-Plant Area.

The selected remedy for the Dewatering Pit is to excavate solids (primarily phosphate ore
residue), dispose of the excavated material on the gypsum stack and cover the excavated
area with soil and vegetation. Similar action will be taken at the East Overflow Pond,
except the area will be covered with a new double lined surface impoundment for collection
of non-hazardous plant water.

Simplot shall implement legally enforceable land use controls that will run with the land
(i.e., deed restrictions, limited access, well restrictions and/or well head protection) to
prevent ingestion of ground water with COCs above MCLs or RBCs.
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B. Treatment

The groundwater extraction system described in the ROD calls for recycling of the extracted ground
water into the Don Plant Process. If this option is not feasible, then extracted ground water may

have to undergo treatment. In such a case treatment technologies shall be developed.

C. Performance Standards

Settling Defendant shall meet all performance standards, as defined in the Consent Decree,
including the standards set forth in this SOW as described below.

D. Description of Remedial Actions, Objectives, and Performance Standards

This section sets forth the elements of work to be performed pursuant to this consent decree, states
the objectives, and presents the specific performance standards for the work. The following
elements of work are intended to provide a synopsis of the pertinent remedial actions that are
described in the 1998 ROD for the Simplot Plant Area.

1. Former East Overflow Pond

This element of work involves the excavation of gypsum sediments from the area of the
Former East Overflow Pond and the construction of a new, lined impoundment. This work
has been completed.

a. The objective was to reduce the potential for infiltration through potential
source materials. '

b. The performance of this element of work will be evaluated by monitoring
groundwater for the contaminants of concern at upgradient and down gradient
locations.

2. Dewatering Pit

The Dewatering Pit element of work includes excavation of phosphate ore residuals from
the Dewatering Pit, disposal of excavated materials on the gypsum stack, and covering the
excavated area with soil and vegetation.

a. The objective is to prevent incidental worker exposure to the solids in the
Dewatering Pit by removing residual solids from the pit area.

b. The performance standard for this element of work will be removal of residual
Dewatering Pit solids as verified through confirmatory soil sampling.



Final July 23, 2001

3. Gypsum Stack Roads

The Gypsum Stack Roads element of work includes control of fugitive emissions from
permanent roads on the gypsum stack. Several alternatives exist to address the objectives
for these roads. These alternatives include road base placement over a geofabric, and
various combinations of periodic applications of water with or without additives. A
treatability study of the alternatives will be conducted to assess which method or
combination of methods is most effective.

a. The objective of this element of work is to reduce visible fugitive emissions
generated by vehicular traffic on permanent roads located on the face of the

gypsum stack.

b. The performance standard for this element of work is the successful
implementation of the final design.

4, Groundwater Extraction

The Groundwater Extraction system shall consist of a network of shallow and deep
extraction wells located near the northern edge of the gypsum stack and also includes any
engineering controls to reduce the volume of water on the surface of the gypsum stack. The
extracted groundwater will be conveyed to the Don Plant and recycled into the Don Plant
process water system.

EPA recognizes that operation of the extraction system may not necessarily result in
achievement of the MCLs or RBCs throughout the plant area and has not identified this as
performance criteria until closure of the gypsum stack. After closure of the gypsum stack
operation and maintenance of this system will continue until COCS in groundwater
throughout the Simplot OU are reduced to below MCLs or RBCs, or until EPA determines
that continued groundwater extraction would not be expected to result in additional cost
effective reduction in contaminant concentrations within the Simplot Plant Area.
Institutional controls will remain in place to control groundwater use until MCLs or RBCs
are achieved in the Simplot Plant Area.

a. The objective of the extraction well system is to prevent the migration of
arsenic and other COCs at concentrations above MCLS or RBCs into the Off-
Plant Area. Where there is an MCL, the MCL shall control. The extraction
system, in combination with the Institutional Controls Program and the
Groundwater Monitoring Program, will address this remedial action objective
and the overarching objective of protecting human health and the environment.
The extraction system shall operate at least as long as the gypsum stack is
receiving gypsum.

b. Performance standards for the groundwater extraction system are as follows:
» Demonstrate hydraulic control for groundwater influenced by gypsum stack

seepage. Preliminary work indicates the cumulative annual average
pumping rate necessary to achieve hydraulic control during operation of the
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gypsum stack is 750 gpm. The annual average pumping rate will be
established through system design, including the schedule for
implementation and achievement of the required pumping rate. At a
minimum, the implementation schedule will allow for a system startup
period of one year.

*  Once the annual average pumping rate has been achieved, the performance
standard will be the MCLs or RBCs for arsenic and other contaminants of
concern, as measured at Batiste Spring and any other appropriate Off-Plant
Area locations as determined by EPA. Where there is an MCL, the MCL
shall control.

5. Groundwater Monitoring

The Groundwater Monitoring element of work includes sampling and analysis of
groundwater from selected wells, and the evaluation and reporting of monitoring data.

a.

The objective of groundwater monitoring is to collect sufficient data of
adequate quality to evaluate the performance of the extraction system and other
source control measures in reducing the extent and concentration of arsenic and
other contaminants of concern in groundwater in the Simplot Plant Area and in
preventing migration of arsenic and other COCs into the Off-Plant Area at
concentrations above MCLs or RBCs. Where there is an MCL, the MCL shall
control. Specifically, components of the monitoring program will provide data
to document the effectiveness of the extraction system in capturing seepage
from the gypsum stack, to track water quality in areas potentially affected by
sources other than gypsum stack seepage, and to confirm the attainment of
performance standards and the long-term effectiveness of the remedy.

Performance standards for Groundwater Monitoring are as follows:

*  Groundwater samples will be collected from wells on a quarterly basis for
a period of five years and the samples analyzed for arsenic and other site
related constituents. The specific wells to be monitored, the analytes, and
the data evaluation procedures will be provided in the draft Groundwater
Monitoring Remedial Design Report.

*  After the five-year period, the monitoring locations and frequency will be
evaluated and monitoring will continue on at least a semiannual basis.

*  Monitoring of Batiste Spring and other appropriate locations in the Off-
Plant Area, as determined by EPA, will be initiated on a quarterly basis at
the time of system startup. After successful demonstration of compliance
with the performance standard, as described in Section II1.D.4.b, samples
will be collected semi-annually. The data evaluation procedures will be
provided in the draft Groundwater Monitoring Remedial Design Report.
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6. Simplot Plant Area Institutional Controls Program

Institutional controls for the Simplot Plant Area include 1) preparation and use of a worker
information sheet in annual training and new worker training to inform workers of potential
health hazards associated with the Superfund process at the facility, 2) providing mitigation
measures to control exposure of gypsum stack workers to external gamma radiation,

3) identifying areas where gross alpha levels in soils are above the soil screening level and
providing a procedure to require any future office buildings in these areas to be constructed
using radon-controlling methods and to be monitored annually for radon in indoor air, 4)
implementing legally enforceable land use controls to prevent ingestion of ground water
with COCs above MCLs (as long as groundwater concentrations exceed the MCLs), and 5)
implement legally enforceable land use controls to eliminate the possibility of future
residential land use of the Simplot Plant Area. -

a. The objectives of this element of work are as stated above.

b. The performance standard for this element of work is implementation of the
Simplot Plant Area Institutional Controls Program which will include the five
sub-elements described above.

Iv. DESCRIPTION OF PLANS AND REPORTS

The specific scope of this work shall be documented by Settling Defendant in Remedial Design
Reports (RDRs) and Remedial Action (RA) Work Plans. Plans, specifications, submittals, and other
deliverables shall be subject to EPA review and approval in accordance with Section XI of the
Consent Decree. The deliverables and schedule for submitting deliverables are provided in Sections
V and VI, respectively, of this SOW.

Settling Defendant shall prepare the following plans and reports, as required by EPA, to plan,
implement and document performance of the remedy:

A. General Project Management
1. Progress Reports

Simplot will provide EPA with signed monthly progress reports as appropriate in

compliance with the approved schedule in the RA Work Plans during the construction phase

and semi-annual progress reports for operation and maintenance activities. Progress reports -
shall be divided into separate sections providing the status of the individual elements of
work under this SOW. The reports shall include, but are not limited to, the following basic

information.

» Introduction, including the scope and general purpose of the work currently being
conducted

* Activities/tasks undertaken during the reporting period, and expected to be undertaken
during the next reporting period
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2.

Deliverables and milestones completed during the reporting period, and expected to be
completed during the next reporting period

Identification of issues and actions that have been or are being taken to resolve the
issues

Status of the overall project schedule and any proposed schedule changes

Technical Memoranda

Technical Memoranda are the mechanism for requesting modification of plans, designs, and
schedules. In the event that EPA or Simplot determines that modification of-an approved
plan, design, or schedule is necessary, Simplot shall submit a memorandum describing the
modification to the EPA Project Coordinator that includes, but is not limited to, the
following information.

General description of, and purpose of, the modification
Justification, including any calculations, for the modification
Actions to be taken to implement the modification

Recommendations

B. Project Planning

The Settling Defendant shall gather and evaluate all existing data and information, including that
contained in the RI/FS reports, the ROD, preliminary design studies and construction completion
documents, and complete all project scoping and planning activities needed for RD/RA
implementation. These data evaluation and planning activities shall be documented in the draft

RDRs.

Once Settling Defendant has collected and evaluated existing data, the specific project scope shall
be planned. Settling Defendant shall meet with EPA at the completion of this evaluation regarding
the following activities and before proceeding with remedial esign.
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C. Remedial Design

The Remedial Design shall provide the technical details for implementation of the remedial action
in accordance with currently accepted environmental protection technologies and standard
professional engineering and construction practices. The design shall include clear and
comprehensive design plans and specifications.

1. Remedial Design Planning

The settling defendant has conducted preliminary work towards the development of draft
RDRs for each element of work. This information shall be presented to EPA at a general
project planning meeting and will serve as a basis for scoping for the remedial design
activities. The results of the scoping process shall be documented in a Project Scoping
Document that includes a summary of the meeting with EPA and references to other existing
documents used in planning the remedial design.

2. Draft Remedial Design

The draft RDRs shall include the following components, as necessary.

a. Results of Data Acquisition Activities

Data gathered during the project planning phase shall be compiled, summarized, and

submitted along with an analysis of the impact of the results on design activities.

In addition,

surveys conducted to establish topography, rights-of-way, easements,

and utility lines shall be documented. Ultility requirements and acquisition of
access, through purchases or easements, that are necessary to implement the RA
shall also be discussed.

b. Design Criteria

The concepts supporting the technical aspects of the design shall be defined in
detail and presented in this report. Specifically, the RDRs shall include the
preliminary design assumptions and parameters, where applicable, including:

i.

il.

iil.

iv.

vi.

Vii.

Waste characterization

Pretreatment requirements

Volume of each media requiring treatment

Treatment schemes (including all media and by-products)
Input/output rates

Influent and effluent qualities

Materials and equipment
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viii.Performance standards

ix. Long-term monitoring requirements

c. Preliminary Plans and Specifications

The RDRs shall include, at a minimum, an outline of the required drawings,
including preliminary sketches and layouts, describing conceptual aspects of the
design, unit processes, and specifications. If appropriate, an outline of the required
specifications, including Performance Standards, shall be submitted. Construction
drawings shall reflect organization and clarity, and the scope of the technical
specifications shall be outlined in a manner reflecting the final specifications.

d. Plan for Satisfying Permitting Requirements

All activities must be performed in accordance with the requirements of all
applicable federal, state, and tribal laws and regulations. Any off-site disposal shall
be in compliance with the policies stated in the Procedure for Planning and
Implementing Off-site Response Actions (Federal Register, Volume 50, Number
214, November, 1985, pages 45933-45937) and Federal Register, Volume 55,
Number 46, March 8, 1990, page 8840, and the National Contingency Plan, Section
300.440. The plan shall identify the off-site disposal/discharge permits that are
required, the time required to process the permit applications, and a schedule for
submittal of the permit applications. No off-site disposal or discharge permits are
required for the planned remedial actions.

e. Sampling and Analvsis Plan

Settling Defendant shall prepare a Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) to ensure that
sample collection and analytical activities are conducted in accordance with
technically acceptable protocols and that the data generated will meet the DQOs
established. The SAP shall include a Field Sampling and Analysis Plan (FSAP) and
a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP).

The FSAP shall define in detail the sampling and data-gathering methods that shall
be used on the project. It shall include sampling objectives, sample location
(horizontal and vertical) and frequency, sampling equipment and procedures, and
sample handling and analysis. The FSAP shall be written so that a field sampling
team unfamiliar with the Site would be able to gather the samples and field
information required. The QAPP shall describe the project objectives and
organization, functional activities, and quality assurance and quality control
(QA/QC) protocols that shall be used to achieve the desired DQOs. The DQOs
shall, at a minimum, reflect the use of analytical methods for obtaining data of
sufficient quality to meet National Contingency Plan requirements. In addition, the
QAPP shall address personnel qualifications, sampling procedures, sample custody,
analytical procedures, data reduction, data validation, and reporting. These
procedures must be constant with the guidances specified in the Section VIII of the
Consent Decree.
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Settling Defendant shall demonstrate in advance and to EPA’s satisfaction that each
laboratory it may use is qualified to conduct the proposed work and meets the
requirements specified in Section VIII of the Consent Decree. EPA may require
that Settling Defendant submit detailed information to demonstrate that the
laboratory is qualified to conduct the work, including information on personnel
qualifications, equipment and material specification, and laboratory analyses of
performance samples (blank and/or spike samples). In addition, EPA may require
submittal of data packages equivalent to those generated by the EPA Contract
Laboratory Program (CLP).

f. Health and Saferv Plan

A Health and Safety Plan shall be prepared in conformance with Settling
Defendant’s health and safety program, and in compliance with OSHA Regulations
and protocols. The Health and Safety Plan shall include a heaith and safety risk
analysis, a description of monitoring and personal protective equipment, medical
monitoring, and provisions for site control. EPA will not approve Settling
Defendant’s Health and Safety Plan, but rather EPA will review it to ensure that
all necessary elements are included, and that the plan provides for the protection of
human health and environment.

g. Treatability Studv Work Plan (If determined to be applicable bv EPA)

Settling Defendant shall prepare a Treatability Study Work Plan for EPA review
and approval. This Work Plan may be incorporated with the Draft or Pre-final
Remedial Design Report. The purpose of the Treatability Study is to determine if
the particular technology or vendor of this technology is capable of meeting the
Performance Standards. The Treatability Study Work Plan shall describe the
treatment technologies to be tested, and test objectives, experimental procedures,
treatability conditions to be tested, measurements of performance, sampling and
analytical methods, data management and analysis, health and safety, and residual
waste management. The DQOs for the treatability study shall be documented as
well. The Treatability Study Work Plan shall also describe pilot plant installation
and start-up, pilot plant operation and maintenance procedures, and operating
conditions to be tested. If testing is to be performed off-site, permitting
requirements shall be addressed. A schedule for performing the treatability study
shall be included with specific dates for the tasks, including, but not limited to, the
procurement of contractors and the completion of sample collection, performance,
sample analysis, and report preparation. The Work Plan shall describe in detail the
treatment process and how the proposed technology, vendor, and study approach
appropriate for the remedy selected for the Site. The Treatability Study Work Plan
shall also address how Settling Defendant proposes to meet all discharge
requirements for any and all treated material, air, water and expected effluents.
Additionally, the Work Plan shall also explain the proposed final treatment and
disposal of all material generated by the proposed treatment system. Any and all
permitting requirements shall also be addressed.

10
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1. Treatability Study Health and Safery Plan

If EPA determines that the Remedial Design Health and Safety Plan is not
adequate for defining the activities to be performed during the Treatability
Study, a separate Treatability Study Health and Safety Plan shall be
developed by Settling Defendant. EPA will not approve Settling
Defendant’s Health and Safety Plan, but rather EPA will review it to
ensure that all necessary elements are included, and that the plan provides
for the protection of human health and environment.

ii. Treatability Study Final Report

Following completion of the study, Settling Defendant shall submit a report
on the performance of the technology to EPA for review and approval.
EPA will evaluate the results of the treatability study for completeness and
appropriateness based on site conditions. The study results shall indicate
clearly the performance of the technology or vendor compared with the
performance standards established for the Site. The report shall evaluate
the treatment technology’s effectiveness, implementability, cost, and actual
results as compared with predicted results. The report shall also evaluate
full-scale application of the technology, including a sensitivity analysis
identifying the key parameters affecting full-scale operation. The study
results shall be submitted to EPA immediately upon completion of the
study. Should the results indicate that the proposed technology will meet
the performance standards, EPA will instruct Settling Defendant to inciude
the Treatability Study Final Report in the Pre-final Remedial Design Report
and the study results and operating conditions shall be used in the detailed
design of the selected remedy. EPA approval of the Treatability Study
Final Report shall mean only that EPA finds the study methodology
acceptable. EPA approval of the study, results, or the Treatability Study
Final Report shall not imply or be construed to mean that EPA is
warranting the performance of this or any vendor or technology. Should
the treatability study not be approved by EPA, additional treatability studies
may be required to fully evaluate the available treatment systems.

3. Intermediate Design

The Settling Defendants have developed preliminary draft Remedial Design Reports for the
major elements of work. Considering the existence of draft design documents and the
straight forward nature of the required designs intermediate design development will not be

required.

11
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4. Prefinal/Final Remedial Design

Settling Defendant shall submit the Prefinal Remedial Design Report when the design work
is approximately 90 percent complete in accordance with the approved design management
schedule. Settling Defendant shall address comments generated from the Draft Remedial
Design Report review and clearly show any modification of the design as a result of
incorporation of the comments. Essentially, the Prefinal Design shall function as the draft
version of the Final Design. After EPA review and comment on the Prefinal Design, the
Final Remedial Design Report shall be submitted along with a memorandum indicating how
the Prefinal Design comments were incorporated into the Final Design. All Final Design
documents shall be certified by a Professional Engineer registered in the State of Idaho.
EPA written approval of the Final Design is required before initiating the RA, unless
specifically authorized in writing by EPA. The following items shall be submitted with or
as part of the Prefinal/Final Design:

a. Complete Design Analyses

The selected design shall be presented along with an analysis supporting the design
approach. Design calculations shall be included, as appropriate.

b. Final Plans and Specifications

A complete set of construction drawings and specifications shall be submitted
which describe the selected design.

c. Final Construction Schedule

Settling Defendant shall submit a final construction schedule to EPA for approval.

d. Construction Cost Estimate

An estimate within +15 percent to - 10 percent of actual construction costs shall be
submitted.
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D. Remedial Action

Remedial Action shall be performed by Settling Defendant to implement the remedy described in
the ROD, and more fully detailed in this SOW.

1. Remedial Action Planning

Concurrent with the submittal of the Final Design, Settling Defendant shall submit a draft
Remedial Action (RA) Work Plan, which will include a Construction Management Plan,
a Construction Quality Assurance Plan, and a Construction Health and Safety
Plan/Contingency Plan. The RA Work Plan, Construction Management Plan, and
Construction Quality Assurance Plan must be reviewed and approved by EPA, and the
Construction Health and Safety Plan/Contingency Plan must be reviewed by- EPA, prior to
the initiation of the Remedial Action. '

Upon approval of the Final Design and the RA Work Plan, Settling Defendant shall
implement the RA Work Plan in accordance with the construction management schedule.
Significant field changes to the RA as set forth in the RA Work Plan and Final Design shall
not be undertaken without the written approval of EPA. The RA shall be documented in
enough detail to produce as-built construction drawings after the RA is complete.

Deliverables shall be submitted to EPA for review and approval in accordance with Section
XI of the Consent Decree. Review and/or approval of submittals does not imply acceptance
of later submittals that have not been reviewed, nor that the remedy, when constructed, will
meet Performance Standards.

a. RA Work Plan

A Work Plan which provides a detailed plan of action for completing the RA
activities shall be submitted to EPA for review and approval. The objective of this
work plan is to provide for the safe and efficient completion of the RA. The Work
Plan shall be developed in conjunction with the Construction Management Plan, the
Construction Quality Assurance Plan, and the Construction Health and Safety
Plan/Contingency Plan, all of which will be included in the RA Work Plan as
attachments. The Work Plan shall include a comprehensive description of the work
to be performed and the Final Construction schedule for completion of each major
activity and submission of each deliverable.

Specifically, the Work Plan shall present the following.

1. A detailed description of the tasks to be performed and a
description of the work products to be submitted to EPA

ii. A schedule for completion of each required activity and

submission of each deliverable required by this Consent Decree,
including those in this SOW

13
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iii. A project management plan, including provision for monthly
reports to EPA and meetings and presentations to EPA at the
conclusion of each major phase of the RA. EPA’s Project
Coordinator and the Settling Defendant’s Project Coordinator will
meet, at a minimum, on a quarterly basis, unless EPA determines
that such meeting is unnecessary.

iv. A description of the community relations support activities to be
conducted during the RA. At EPA’s request, Settling Defendant
shall assist EPA in preparing and disseminating information to the
public regarding the RA work to be performed.

b. Construction Management Plan

A Construction Management Plan shall be developed to indicate how the
construction activities are to be implemented and coordinated with EPA during the
RA. Settling Defendant shall designate a person to be a Remedial Action
Coordinator and its representative on-site during the remedial action, and identify
this person in the Plan. This Plan shall also identify other key project management
personnel and lines of authority, and provide descriptions of the duties of the key
personnel along with an organizational chart. In addition, a plan for the
administration of construction changes and EPA review and approval of those
changes shall be included.

c. Construction Quality Assurance Plan

Settling Defendant shall develop and implement a Construction Quality Assurance
Program to ensure, with a reasonable degree of certainty, that the completed
Remedial Action meets or exceeds all design criteria, plans and specifications, and
performance standards. At a minimum, the Construction Quality Assurance Plan
shall include the following elements.

. A description of the quality control organization, including a chart
showing lines of authority, identification of the members of the
Independent Quality Assurance Team (IQAT), and
acknowledgment that the IQAT will implement the control system
for all aspects of the work specified and shall report to the project
coordinator and EPA. The IQAT members shall be representatives
from testing and inspection organizations and/or the Supervising
Contractor and shall be responsible for the QA/QC of the Remedial
Action. The members of the IQAT shall be professionals in good
professional standing with previous experience in the type of
QA/QC activities to be implemented, and demonstrated capability
to perform the required activities. They shall also be independent
of the construction contractor.

14
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ii.

1ii.

vi.

The name, qualifications, duties, authorities, and responsibilities
of each person assigned a QC function

Description of the observations and control testing that will be
used to monitor the construction and/or installation of the
components of the Remedial action. This includes information
which certifies that personnel and laboratories performing the tests
are qualified and the equipment and procedures to be used comply
with applicable standards. Any laboratories to be used shall be
specified. Acceptance/Rejection criteria and plans for
implementing corrective measures shall be addressed.

A schedule for managing submittals, testing, inspections, and any
other QA function (including those of contractors, subcontractors,
fabricators, suppliers, purchasing agents, etc.) that involve assuring
quality workmanship, verifying compliance with the plans and
specifications, or any other QC objectives. Inspections shall verify
compliance with all environmental requirements and include, but
not be limited to, air quality and emissions monitoring records and
waste disposal records, etc.

Reporting procedures and reporting format for QA/QC activities
including such items as daily summary reports, schedule of data
submissions, inspection data sheets, problem identification and
corrective measures reports, evaluation reports, acceptance reports,
and final documentation.

A list of definable features of the work to be performed. A
definable feature of work is a task which is separate and distinct
from other tasks and has separate control requirements.
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d. Construction Health and Safetv Plan/ Contingencv Plan

Settling Defendant shall prepare a Construction Health and Safety
Plan/Contingency Plan in conformance with Settling Defendant’s health and safety
program, and in compliance with OSHA regulations and protocols. The
Construction Health and safety Plan shall include a health and safety risk analysis,
adescription of monitoring and personal protective equipment, medical monitoring,
and site control. EPA will not approve Settling Defendant’s Construction Health
and Safety Plan/Contingency Plan, but rather EPA will review it to ensure that all
necessary elements are included, and that the plan provides for the protection of
human health and the environment. This plan shall include a Contingency Plan and
incorporate Air Monitoring and Spill Control and Countermeasures Plans if
determined by EPA to be applicable for the Site. The Contingency Plan is to be
written for the onsite construction workers and the local affected population. It
shall include the following items.

1. Name of person who will be responsible in the event of an
emergency incident

ii. Plan for initial site safety indoctrination and training for all
employees, name of the persons who will give the training and the
topics to be covered

1ii. Plan and date for meeting with the local community, including
local, state and federal agencies involved in the cleanup, as well as
the local emergency squads and the local hospitals

iv. A list of the first aid and medical facilities including, location of
first aid kits, names of personnel trained in first aid, a clearly
marked map with the route to the nearest medical facility, all
necessary emergency phone numbers conspicuously posted at the
job site (i.e., fire, rescue, local hazardous material teamns, National
Emergency Response Team, etc.)

V. Plans for protection of public and visitors to the job site

Vi Plans for Air Monitoring. Due to the nature of the work to be
conducted at the site the potential for generation of airborne dust
during remedial action is limited. Therefore, site-wide air
monitoring will not be required during remedial action. Air
monitoring in conjunction with health and safety efforts for
individual elements of work may, however, be required.
Requirements for health and safety, including air monitoring, will
be included in the work element specific remedial action work
plans.

16
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2. Prefinal Construction Inspection

Upon preliminary project completion Settling Defendant shall notify EPA for the purpose
of conducting a Prefinal Construction Inspection. Participants should include the Project
Coordinators, Supervising Contractor, Construction Contractor, and other federal, state, and
local agencies with an expressed jurisdictional interest. The Prefinal Inspection shall consist
of a walk-through inspection of the entire project site. The objective of the inspection is to
determine whether the construction is complete and consistent with the Consent Decree.
Any outstanding construction items discovered during the inspection shall be identified and
noted on a punch list. Additionally, treatment equipment shall be operationally tested by
Settling Defendant. Settling Defendant shall certify that the equipment has performed to
effectively meet the purpose and intent of the specifications. Retesting shall be completed
where deficiencies are revealed. A Prefinal Construction Inspection Report shall be
submitted by Settling Defendant which outlines the outstanding construction items, actions
required to resolve the items, completion date for the items, and an anticipated date for the
Final Inspection. -

3. Final Construction Inspection

Upon completion of all outstanding construction items, Settling Defendant shall notify EPA
for the purpose of conducting a Final Construction Inspection. The Final Construction
Inspection shall consist of a walk-through inspection of the entire project site. The Prefinal
Construction Inspection Report shall be used as a check list with the Final Construction
Inspection focusing on the outstanding construction items identified in the Prefinal
Construction Inspection. All tests that were originally unsatisfactory shall be conducted
again. Confirmation shall be made during the Final Construction Inspection that all
outstanding items have been resolved. Any outstanding construction items discovered during
the inspection still requiring correction shall be identified and noted on a punch list. If any
items are still unresolved, the inspection shall be considered to be a Prefinal Construction
Inspection requiring another Prefinal Construction Inspection Report and subsequent Final
Construction Inspection.

4. Final Construction Completion Report

Within thirty (30) days following the conclusion of the Final Construction Inspection,
Settling Defendant shall submit a Final Construction Completion Report. EPA will review
the draft report and will provide comments to Settling Defendant. The Final Construction
Report shall include the following:

. Brief description of how outstanding Prefinal Inspection issues were resolved

. Explanation of modifications made during the RA to the original RD and RA Work
Plans and why these changes were made

. As-built drawings

. Synopsis of the construction work defined in the SOW and certification that the
construction work has been completed.
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5. Remedial Action Certification Report

As provided in Section XIV of the Consent Decree, within 90 days after Settling Defendant
concludes that the Remedial Action for a specific element of work has been fully performed
and the performance standards have been attained, Settling Defendant shall so certify to the
United States and shall schedule and conduct a pre-certification inspection to be attended
by EPA and Settling Defendant. If after the pre-certification inspection Settling Defendant
still believes that the Remedial Action for a specific element of work has been fully
performed- and the performance standards have been attained, Settling Defendant shall
submit a Remedial Action (RA) Certification Report to EPA in accordance with Section
XIV of the Consent Decree. The RA Report shall include the following.

* A copy of the Final Construction Completion Report

* Synopsis of the work defined in this SOW for the specific element of work and a
demonstration that performance standards have been achieved

* Certification that the Remedial Action for a specific element of work has been
completed in full satisfaction of the requirements of the Consent Decree

* A description of how Settling Defendant will implement any remaining part of the EPA
approved Operation and Maintenance Plan

After EPA review, Settling Defendant shall address any comments and submit a revised
report. As provided in Section XIV of the Consent Decree, the Remedial Action for a
specific element of work shall not be considered complete until EPA approves the RA
Certification Report.
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E. Operation And Maintenance

Operation and Maintenance (O&M) shall be performed in accordance with the approved Operation

and Maintenance Plan.

1. Operation and Maintenance Plan

At the 90 percent (Prefinal) design stage, Settling Defendant shall submit an Operation and
Maintenance Plan for review. The Operation and Maintenance Plan must be reviewed and
approved by EPA prior to initiation of Operation and Maintenance activities. If necessary,
the Operation and Maintenance Plan shall be modified to incorporate any design

modifications implemented during the Remedial Action.

Upon approval of the Operation and Maintenance Plan, Settling Defendant shall implement
the Operation and Maintenance Plan in accordance with the schedule contained therein.
This plan shall describe start-up procedures, operation, troubleshooting, training, and
evaluation activities that shall be carried out by Settling Defendant. The plan shall address

the following elements.

a. Equipment start-up and operator training
. technical specifications governing treatment systems
. requirements for providing appropriate service visits by

experienced personnel to supervise the installation, adjustment,

start-up and operation of the systems

. schedule for training personnel regarding appropriate operational

procedures once start-up has been successfully completed

b. Description of normal operation and maintenance
. tasks required for system operation
. tasks required for system maintenance
. prescribed treatment or operating conditions
. schedule showing required frequency for each O&M task
c. Description of potential operating problems
. description and analysis of potential operating problems
. sources of information regarding problems
. common remedies or anticipated corrective actions
d. Description of routine monitoring and laboratory testing

* description of monitoring tasks
* description of required laboratory tests and their interpretation
¢ required QA/QC

* schedule of monitoring frequency and date, if appropriate, when

monitoring may cease.
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e. Description of alternate Q&M

* should any system fail, alternate procedures to prevent undue hazard
* analysis of vulnerability and additional resource requirements should
a failure occur.

f. Saferv Plan

* description of precautions to be taken and required health and safety
equipment, etc., for site personnel protection, and
» safety tasks required in the event of systems failure.

g. Description of equipment

* identification

* installation of monitoring components

* maintenance of site equipment

» replacement schedule for equipment and installation components

h. Records and reporting

* daily operating logs

* laboratory records

* records of operating cost

* mechanism for reporting emergencies

* personnel and maintenance records

* monthly reports to State/Federal agencies

2. Operation and Maintenance Manual

At the 90 percent (Prefinal) design stage, Settling Defendant shall submit an O&M manual
for review. This manual shall include all necessary O&M information for the operating
personnel. The O&M manual must be reviewed and approved by EPA prior to initiation of
Operation and Maintenance activities.
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F. Performance Monitoring

Performance monitoring shall be conducted to ensure that all performance standards are met. The
plans for performance monitoring to verify compliance with performance standards shall be included
in the RA Work Plans for each Element of Work, as described in Section IIID. The monitoring
program included in the Groundwater Monitoring element of work will address the performance
monitoring requirements for the Groundwater Extraction element of work. The performance
monitoring procedures contained in each RA Work Plan shall include the following components.

1. Sampling and Analysis Plan

The Sampling and Analysis Plan provides guidance for all fieldwork by defining in detail
the sampling and data gathering methods to be used. The Sampling and Analysis Plan shall
be written so that a field sampling team unfamiliar with the Site would be able to gather the
samples and field information required.

2. Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan

The Quality Assurance/Quality Control plan describes the quality assurance and quality
control protocols which will be followed in demonstrating compliance with performance
standards.

3. Specifications

Specifications of those tasks to be performed by Settling Defendant to demonstrate
compliance with the performance standards and a schedule for the performance of these
tasks.
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Y. SUMMARY OF MAJOR DELIVERABLES

The major deliverables to implement the remedy are organized below by each element of work.
Depending on the status of the design. The plans and reports listed below will follow-the general
descriptions provided in Section V. Plans and reports may be combined with EPA approval. The
schedule for submitting the plans and reports listed below is presented in Section VL.

A. Former East Overflow Pond

For the Former East Overflow Pond element of work, the following deliverables are required

. Construction Completion Report
. Completion of RA Certification Report

B. Dewatering Pit

For the Dewatering Pit element of work, the following deliverables are required

. Pre-Final Remedial Design Report

. Final Remedial Design Report

. Remedial Action Work Plan

. Construction Completion Report

. Completion of Remedial Action Certification Report

C. Gypstack Roads

For the Gypstack Roads element of work, the following deliverables are required

. Draft Remedial Design Report

. Pre-Final Remedial Design Report

. Final Remedial Design Report

. Remedial Action Work Plan

. Operation and Maintenance Plan

. Construction Completion Report

. Completion of Remedial Action Certification Report
D. Groundwater Extraction

For the Groundwater Extraction element of work, the following deliverables are required

. Draft Remedial Design Report

. Pre-Final Remedial Design Report

. Operation & Maintenance Plan

. Final Remedial Design Report

. Remedial Action Work Plan

. Construction Completion Report

. Completion of Remedial Action Certification Report
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E. Groundwater Monitoring

For the Groundwater Monitoring element of work, the following deliverables are required

. Pre-Final Remedial Design Report

. Final Remedial Design Report

. Remedial Action Work Plan

. Validated Data Reports (within 90 days of sampling)

. Monitoring Reports (within 30 days of receipt of validated data)

. Quarterly Extraction System Evaluation Reports (for the system startup period only)
. Annual Extraction System and Groundwater Monitoring Evaluation Reports

F. Simplot Plant Area Institutional Controls Program

*  Draft Simplot Plant Area Institutional Controls Program
* Final Simplot Plant Area Institutional Controls Program
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VL PROJECT SCHEDULE

The project schedule for the overall remedy and each element of work are provided in this section.
Specifically, the deliverables listed in Section V. are repeated below for each Element of Work with
the due dates relative to lodging of the Consent Decree and the subsequent review and approval by
EPA.

Former East Overflow Pond Element of Work - General Schedule

Deliverable Due Date
Construction Completion Report within 90 days of Consent Decree entry
Completion of RA Certification Report within 90 days after pre-certification
inspection

Dewatering Pit Element of Work - General Schedule

Deliverable Due Date

Pre-Final Remedial Design Report within 90 days of Consent Decree entry

Final Remedial Design Report within 30 days of EPA comments on Pre-
Final RDR

[Remedial Action Work Plan concurrent with submittal of Final RDR

Construction Completion Report within 30 days after Final Construction

spection

Completion of RA Certification Report within 90 days after pre-certification

inspection

Gypsum Roads Element of Work - General Schedule

Deliverable Due Date

Draft Remedial Design Report within 90 days of Consent Decree entry

Pre-Final Remedial Design Report within 60 days of receipt of comments on
Draft RDR

Operation & Maintenance Plan concurrently with Pre-Final RDR

Final Remedial Design Report within 30 days of EPA comments on Pre-
Final RDR

Remedial Action Work Plan concurrent with submittal of Final RDR

Construction Completion Report within 30 days after Final Construction
Inspection

Completion of RA Certification Report within 90 days after pre-certification
inspection
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Groundwater Extraction Element of Work - General Schedule

Deliverable

Due Date

Draft Remedial Design Report

within 90 days of Consent Decree entry

Pre-Final Remedial Design Report

within 90 days of comments on Draft RDR

Operation & Maintenance Plan

concurrently with Pre-Final RDR

Final Remedial Design Report

within 30 days of EPA comments on Pre-
Final RDR

Remedial Action Work Plan

concurrent with submittal of Final RDR

Construction Completion Report

within 30 days after Final Construction
spection

Completion of RA Certification Report

within 90 days after pre-certification
inspection

Groundwater Monitoring Element of Work - General Schedule

Deliverable

Due Date

Pre-Final Remedial Design Report

within 90 days of Consent Decree entry

Final Remedial Design Report

within 30 days of EPA comments on Pre-
Final RDR

Remedial Action Work Plan

concurrent with submittal of Final RDR

Validated Data Reports

within 90 days of completion of sampling

TMonitoring Reports

30 days following receipt of validated
onitoring data

uarterly Extraction System Evaluation Reports
(for system startup period only)

within 30 days following the end of the
revious calendar quarter

Annual Extraction System and Groundwater
onitoring Evaluation Reports

ithin 60 days after end of annual

W
Ronitoring period

Simplot Plant Area Institutional Controls Program Element of Work - General Schedule

Deliverable

Due Date

Simplot Plant Area Institutional Controls Program

within 90 days after Consent Decree entry

Other Deliverables - General Schedule

Deliverable

Due Date

Monthly Progress Reports (comprehensive reports
for all RA work)

10th day of each month following the
reporting period

Technical Memoranda

as required to support design or RA

modifications
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REFERENCES

The following list, although not comprehensive, comprises many of the regulations and guidance
documents that apply to the RD/RA process. Settling Defendant shall review these guidance and
shall use the information provided therein in performing the RD/RA and preparing all deliverables
under this SOW.

1.

10.

11.

12.

“National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, Final Rule”, Federal
Register 40 CFR Part 300, March 8, 1990.

“Superfund Remedial Design and Remedial Action Guidance,” U.S. EPA, Office of Emergency
and Remedial Response, June 1986, OSWER Directive No. 9355.0-4A.

“Intertim Final Guidance on Oversight of Remedial Designs and Remedial Actions Performed
by Potentially Responsible Parties,” U.S. EPA, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response,
February 14, 1990, OSWER Directive No. 9355.5-.01.

*“Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA,
Interim Final,” U.S. EPA, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, October 1988, OSWER
Directive No. 355.3-01.

“A Compendium of Superfund Field Operations Methods,” Two Volumes, U.S. EPA, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response, EPA/540/P-87/001a, August 1987, OSWER Directive No.
9355.0-14.

“EPA NEIC Policies and Procedures Manual,” EPA-330/9-78-001-R, May 1978, revised
November 1994.

“Data Quality Objectives for Remedial Response Activities,” U.S. EPA, Office of Emergency
and Remedial Response and Office of Waste Programs Enforcement, EPA/540/G-87/003, March
1987, OSWER Directive No. 9335.0-7B.

“Guidelines and Specifications for Preparing Quality Assurance Project Plans,” U.S. EPA,
Office of Research and Development, Cincinnati, OH, QAMA-004/80, December 29, 1980.
“Interim Guidelines and Specifications for Preparing Quality Assurance Project Plans,” U.S.
EPA, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, QAMS-005/80, December 1980.

“Users Guide to the EPA Contract Laboratory Program,” U.S. EPA, Sample Management
Office, August 1982.

“Environmental Compliance Branch Standard Operating Procedures and Quality Assurance
Manual,” U.S. EPA Region IV, Environmental Services Division, February 1, 1991, (revised
periodically).

“USEPA Contract Laboratory Program Statement of Work for Organic Analysis,” U.S. EPA,
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, February 1988.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.
" Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists.

26.

27.

“USEPA Contract Laboratory Program Statement of Work for Inorganic Analysis,” U.S. EPA,
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, July 1988.

“Quality in the Constructed Project: A Guideline for Owners, Designers, and Constructors,
Volume 1, Preliminary Edition for Trial Use and Comment,” American Society of Civil
Engineers, May 1988.

“Interim Guidance on Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements,”
U.S. EPA, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, July 9,1987, OSWER Directive No.
9234.0-05.

“CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual,” Two Volumes, U.S. EPA, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response, August 1988 (Draft), OSWER Directive No. 9234.1-01 and
-02.

“Guidance on Remedial Actions for Contaminated Ground Water at Superfund Sites,” U.S.
EPA, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, (Draft), OSWER Directive No. 9283.1-2.

“Guide for Conducting Treatability Studies Under CERCLA,” U.S. EPA, Office of Emergency
and Remedial Response, Pre-publication Version.

“Health and Safety Requirements of Employees Employed in Field Activities,0 U.S. EPA,
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, July 12, 1981, EPA Order No. 1440.2.

“Standard Operating Safety Guides,” U.S. EPA, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response,
November 1984. :

“Standards for General Industry,” 29 CFR Part 1910, Occupational Health and Safety
Administration.

“Standards for the Construction Industry,” 29 CFR 1926, Occupational Health and Safety
Administration.

“NIOSH Manual of Analytical Methods,” 2d edition. Volumes I-V1], or the 3rd edition, Volumes
I and II, National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health.

“Occupational Safety and Health Guidance Manual for Hazardous Waste Site activities,”
National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health/Occupational Health and Safety
Administration/United States Coast Guard/Environmental Protection Agency, October 1985.
“TLVs - Threshold Limit Values and Biological Exposure Indices for 1987 - 88,” American
“American National Standards Practices for Respiratory Protection,” American National

Standards Institute Z88.2-1980, March 11, 1981.

“Quality in the Constructed Project - Volume 1,” American Society of Civil Engineers, 1990.
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTY enters into this Consent Decree in the

matter of United States v. J.R. Simplot

Company, relating to the

Date: 9##(

Agent Authorized to
Party:

Name:
Title:
Address:

Tel. Number:

Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site.

FOR J.R. SIMPLOT COMPANY:

ald Graves .
Vice-President, Secretary
999 Main Street, Suite 1300
P.O. Box 27
Boise, Idaho 83702

Accept Service on Behalf of Above-signed

Ronald Graves
Vice-President, Secretary
999 Main Street, P.0O. Box 72
Boise, Idaho 83702

(208) 389-7312.
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J.R. SIMPLOT COMPANY  ONE CAPITAL CENTER 999 MAIN STREET  SUITE 1000
P.O.BOX 27 BOISE, IDAHO 83707-0027  (208) 336-2110  FAX (208) 389-7515

CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS

August 7, 2001

Charles E. Findley

Deputy Regional Administrator
Region 10, EPA

1200 Sixth Avenue M/S WD-131
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Simplot EMF Consent Decree
Dear Chuck:

Enclosed is an original Remedial Design/Remedial Action Consent Decree with
Defendant J.R. Simplot Company and exhibits and two additional signature pages, which have all
been executed by Ronald N. Graves on behalf of the J.R. Simplot Company.

Once the Consent Decree has been signed by all parties, please see that we receive copies
of all of the executed signature pages. Thank you.

Sincerely,

i

Vice President,

Environmental Health & Safety
& Regulatory Affairs
Associate General Counsel

TTU/myv

Enclosures
¢: Brad Marten

Bringing Earth's Resources to Life
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

CIVIL ACTION NO.
99-296-2-BLW

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

V.

' REMEDIAL DESIGN/ .
REMEDIAL ACTION CONSENT
DECREE WITH DEFENDANT

FMC CORPORATION, and
J.R. SIMPLOT COMPANY,

R N N I

Defendants. J.R. SIMPLOT COMPANY
I. BACKGROUND
! A. The United States of America (“United States”), on

behalf of the Administrator of the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (“EPA”), filed a complaint 'in this matter
against the J.R. Simplot Company (“Simplot”) pursuant to Sections
106 and 107 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (“CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606,
9607. | |

B. The United Staieé in its complaint seeks, inter alia:
(1) reimbursement of costs incurred by EPA and the Department of
Justice for response actions at the Eastern Michaud Flats (“EMF”)

Superfund Site (“Site”) in Pocatello, Idaho, together with

accrued interest; and (2) performance of response work by

J.R. SIMPLOT OU EMF RD/RA CONSENT DECREE - 1
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defendant Simplot for the Simplot OU Area of the Site consistent
with the National Contingency Plan,. 40 C.F.R. Part 300 (as
amended) (“NCP”).

C.- In accordance with the NCP and Section lZl(f)(l)(F) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621(f) (1) (F), EPA notified the State of
Idaho (the “State”) of negotiations with potentially responsible
parties reéarding the implementation of the remedial désign and
remedial action for the Site,‘and EPA has provided the State with
an opportunity to participate in such negotiations and be a party
to this Consent Decree.

D. In accordance with Section 122(j) (1) of CERCLA, 42
U.S.C. § 9622(j) (1), EPA notified the U.S. Department of
Interior, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, on August
15, 1997 of negotiations with potentially responsible parties
regarding the release of hazardous substances that may have
resulted in injury to the natural resources ﬁnder Federal
trusteeship and encouraged the trustee(s) to participate in the
negotiation of this Consent Decree.

E. The defendant entering into this Consent Decree,
Simplot (“Settling Defendant”), does not admit aﬁy liability to
Plaintiff arising out of the transactions or occurrences alleged
in the complaint, and doeé not acknowledge that the release or
threatened release of hazardous substances at or from the Site
constitutes an imminent or substantial endangerment to the public
health or welfare or the environment.

F. Pursuant to'Section 105 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9605,
EPA placed the Site on the National Priorities List, set forth at

40 C.F.R. Part 300, Appendix B, by publication in the Federal
J.R. SIMPLOT OU EMF RD/RA CONSENT DECREE - 2
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Register on August 30, 1990, 55 Fed. Reg. 35502.

G. In response to a release or a substantial threat of a
release of hazardous substances at or from the Site, Settling
Defendant and FMC Corporation (“FMC”) commenced a Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study (“RI/FS”) for the Site
pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.430, in Juné 1991, pursuant to an
Administrative Order On Consent issued by EPA on May 30, 1991.

H. Settling Defendant completed a Remedial Investigation
("RI”) Report and a Feasibility Study (“"FS”) Report in April
1997.

I. Pursuant to Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9617,
EPA published notice of the completion of the FS and of the
proposed plan for remedial action on April 21, 1987, in a major
newspaper of general circulation, the Idaho State Journal, and in
the Shoshone Bannock News; EPA'provided.an opportunity for
written and oral comments from the pubiic on the proposed plan
for remedial action. Public meetings to discuss the proposed
remedial action were held on May 13-14, 1997 in Pocatello, and on
the Fort Hall Reservation. Copies of written public comments
submitted are available as part of the administrative record.

J. The decision by EPA on the remedial action to be
implemented at the Site is embodied in a final Record of Decision
("ROD”), issued on June 8,1998, on which the Staté has given iﬁs
concurrence. The ROD includes a responsiveness summary to the
public comments. Notice of .the final plan was published in
accordance with Séction 117(b) of CERCLA.

K. Based on the information presently availablé to EPA,

EPA believes that the Work will be properly and promptly
J.R. SIMPLOT OU EMF RD/RA CONSENT DECREE.-. 3.0 .
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conducted by Settling Defendant if conducted in accordance with
the requirements of this Consent Decree and its appendices.

L. Solely for the purposes of Section 113(j) of CERCLA,
the Remedial Action selected by the ROD and the Work to be
performed by Settling Defendant shall constitute a response
action taken or ordered by the President.

M. This Consent Decree resolves the United States’ claims
against Simplot under Sections 106 and 107 of CERCLA for Past and
Interim Response Costs incurred at the Site, and for Simplot’s
implementation of response actions for the Simplot OU Area of the
Site, as thoée terms are defined herein, and its reimbursement of
the United States’ Future Response Costs associated with such
response actions. The Parties recognize, and the Court by

entering this Consent Decree finds, that this Consent Decree has

‘been negotiated by the Parties in good faith and implementation

of this Consent Decree will expedite thé cleanup of the Simplot
OU Area of the Site and will avoid prolonged and complicated-
litigation between the Parties, and that this Consent Decree is
fair, reasonable, and in the public interest.

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed:

II. JURISDICTION

1. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of -

this .action pursuant'to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1345, and 42 U.S.C.

§§ 9606, 9607, and 9613 (b). This Court also has personal

J.R. SIMPLOT OU EMF RD/RA CONSENT DECREE - 4
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jurisdiction over Settling Defendant. Solely for the purposes of
this Consenﬁ Decree and the underlying complaint, Settling |
Defendant waives all objections and defenses it may have to
jurisdiction of the Court or to venue in this District. Settling
Defendant shall not challenge the terms of this Consent Decree or

this Court's jurisdiction to enter and enforce this Consent

Decree.
III. PARTIES BOUND
2. This Consent Decree applies to and is binding upon the

' United States and upon Settling Defendant and its successors and

assigns. Any change in ownership or corporate status of Settling
Defendant including, but not limited to, any transfer of assets
or real or personal property, shall in no way alter Settling
Defendant's responsibilities under this Consent Decree.

3. Settiing Defendant shall provide a copy of this Consent
Decree to each contractor hired to perfbrm the Work (as defined
below) required by this Consent Decree and to each person

representing Settling Defendant with respect to the Work and

shall condition all contracts entered into hereunder upon

performance of the Wark in conformity with the terms of this
Consent Decree. Settling Defendant or its contractors shall

provide written notice of the Consent Decree to all

subcontractors hired to perform any portion of the Work required

by this Consent Decree. Settling Defendant shall nonetheless pe
résponsible for ensuring that its contractors and subcontractors
perform the Work dontemplated herein in accordance with this
Consent Decree., With regard to the activities undertaken

pursuant to this Consent Decree, each contractor and
J.R. SIMPLOT QU EMF RD/RA COMNSENT DECREE --5
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subcontractor shall be deemed to be in a contractual relationship
with Settling Defendant within the meaning of Section 107 (b) (3)
of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(b) (3).
IV. DEFINTITIONS

q. Unless‘otherwise expressly provided herein, terms used
in this Consent Decree which are defined in CERCLA or in
regulations promulgated under CERCLA shall have the meaning
assigned to them in CERCLA or in such regﬁlations. Whenever
terms listed below are used in this Consent Decree or in the
appendices attached hereto and. incorporated hereunder, the
following definitions shall apply:

“CERCLA” shall mean the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42

U.S5.C. §§ 9601 et seqg.

“Consent Decree” shall mean this Decree and all_appehdices
attached hereto (listed.in Section XXIX&. In the event of
conflict between this Decree and any appendix, this Decree shall
control.

“Day” shall mean a calendar day unless expressly stated to
be a working day. “Working day” shall mean a day other than a
Saturday, Sunday, or Federal holiday. In computing any period of
time under this Consent Decree, where the last day would fall on
a Saturday, Sunday, or Federal holiday, the period shall run
until the close of business of the next working day.

“EPA” shall mean the United States Environmental Protection
Agency and any suécessor departments or agencies of the United
States.

“FMC OU Area” consists of the “FMC Plant Area” as that area
J.R. SIMPLOT OU EMF_RD/RA CONSENT DECREE - 6 .
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is defined by Section 1.3 of the ROD, which definition does not
include the “Off;Plant Area” as defined by Section 1.3 of the
ROD.

“Future Response Costs for the Simplot and FMC OUs” shall
mean all costs, including, but not limited to, direct and
indirect costs, that the United States incurs with respect to the
Simplot and FMC OU Areas of the Site in reviewing or developing
plans, reports and other items pursuant to this Consent Decree,
verifying the Work, or otherwise implementing, overseeing, or
enforcing this Consent Decree, includiné, but not limited to,
payroll costs, contractor costs, travel costs, laboratory costs,
the costs incurred pursuant to Sections VII, IX (including, but
not limited to, the cost of attorney time ahd any monies paid to
secure access and/or to secure or implement institutional
controls including, but not limited to,‘the amount of just
compensation), XV (Emergency Response_Aation), and Paragraph 85
of Section XXI (Work Takeover). Future Response Costs shall also
include all Interest on the Past Response Costs that has accrued
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 9607 (a) during the period from March 31,
1998 to the date of entry of this Consent Decree. Future

Response Costs shall not include costs incurred by the Agency for

Toxic and Substances Disease Registry (“ATSDR”) for any health

assessment or héalth'effects.study carried out under Section
104 (1) of CERCLA, in response to a release or threatened release
of hazardous substances from the Site.

“IDHW” shall ‘'mean the Idaho Department of Health and
Welfare, Division of Environmental Quality, and any successor

departments or agencles of the State.
J.R. SIMPLOT OU EMF RD/RA CONSENT DECREE - 7 =
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“Interest” shall mean interest at the rate specified for
interest on investments of the Hazardous Substance Superfund
established under subchapter A of Chapter %8 of Title 26 of the
U.S. Code, compounded on October 1 of each year, in accordance
with 42 U.S.C. § 9607 (a).

“Interim Response Costs” shall mean all costs, including
direct and indirect costs, péid by the United States in
connection with the Site between March 31, 1998 and the
effective date of this Consent Decree, or incurred prior to the
effective date of this Consent Decree but paid after that date.
“Interim Response Costs” shall not includé costs incurred by
ATSDR for any health assessment or health effects study carried
out under Section 104(i)'of CERCLA, in response to a releaée or.

threatened release of hazardous substances from the Site.

“National Contingency Plan” or “NCP” shall mean the National

0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
promulgated pursuant to Section 105 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9605,
codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, and any amendments thereto.

“Operation and Maintenance” or “O & M” shall mean all

activities required to maintain the effectiveness of the Remedial

Action as required under the Operation and Maintenance Plan
appfoved or developed by EPA pursuant to this Consent Decree and
the Statement of Work (“SOW”).

“Paragraph” shall mean a portion of this Consent Decree
identified by an arabic numeral or an upper case letter.

“Parties” shdll mean the United States and Settling

Defendant.

“Past Response Costs” shall mean all costs, including, but
J.R. SIMPLOT OU EMF RD/RA CONSFNT DECRFF - R
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not limited to, direct and indirect costs, that the-United States
paid at or in connection with the Site thrgugh March 31, 1998,
including Interest on all such costs accrued pursuant to 42
U.5.C. § 9607(a) through such date. "Past Response Costs" does

not include costs incurred by ATSDR for any health assessment or

health effects study carried out under Section 104 (i) of CERCLA,

in response to a-release or threatened release of hazardous
substances from the Site.

“Performance Standards” shall mean the cleanup standards and
other measures of achievement of the goals of the Remedial
Action, set forth in Section 10 of the Rob and Section III of the
SOW and any modified standards established by EPA pursuant to the
“technical impracticability” provision of Paragraph 13.

“Plaintiff” shall mean fhernited States.

“RCRA” shall mean the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended,
42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seg. (also known as the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act).

“Record of Decision” or “ROD” shall mean the EPA Record of
Decision relating to the Site signed on June 8, 1998, by the
Regional Administrator, EPA Region 10, and all attachments
thereto. The ROD is attached as Appendix A.

“"Remedial Action” shall mean those activities, except for
Operation and Maintenance, to be undertaken by Settling Defendant
at the Simplot OU Area to implement the ROD, in accordance with
the SOW and the final Remedial Design Reports and Remedial Action
Work Plans and othHer plans approved by EPA.

“Remedial Action Work Plan” shall mean the document

developed pursuant to Paragraph 12 of this Consent Decree and
J.R. SIMPLOT OU.EMF RD/RA CONSENT DECR®R® - 9
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approved by EPA, and any amendments thereto.

“Remedial Design” shall mean those activities to be
undertaken by Settling Defendant at the Simplot OU Area to
develop the final plans and specifications for the Remedial
Action pursuant to the Remedial Design Reports.

“"Remedial Design Reports” shall mean the documents that have
been developed pursuant to Paragraph 11 of this Consent Decree
and approved by EPA, and any amendments thereto.

“Section” shall mean a portion of this Consent Decree
identified by a roman numeral.

“Settling Defendant”. shall mean the J.R. Simplot Company.

“"Simplot OU Area” consists of the “Simplot Plant Area” as
that area is defined by Section 1.3 of the ROD, which definition
does not include the “Off-Plant Area” as defined by Section 1.3
of the ROD. -

“Site” shall mean the Eastern Michaud Flats (“EME")
Superfund Site, in the state of Idaho, approximately 2.5 miles
northwest of the city.of Pocatello.

“State” shall mean the State of Idaho.

“Statement of Work” or “SOW” shall mean the statement of
work for implementation of the Remedial Design, Remedial Action,
and Operation and Maintenance at the Simplot OU of the Site, as
set forth in Appendix B to this Consent Dec;ee and any
modifications made iﬁ accordance with this Consent Decree.

“Supervising Contractor” shall mean the crincipal contractor
retained by the Settling Defendant to supervise and direct the
implementation ofzthe Work under this Consent Decree.

“United States” shall mean the United States of America.

“Waste Material” shall mean (1) any “hazardous substance”
T R OSIMPTOT™ OU EM®™ RD/RA CONQENT NVCRER - 1N




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21
22
- 23
24
25
26
27

28

under Section 101(14) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14); (2) any
pollutant or contaminant under Section 101(33), 42 U.S.cC.

§ 9601(33); and (3) any “solid waste” under Section 1004 (27) of
RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6903(27).

“Work” shall mean all activities Settling Defendant is
required to perform for the Simplot OU Area under this Consent
Decrée, except those required by Section XXV (Retention of
Records) .

V. GENERAL PROVISIONS

5. Objectives of the Parties.

‘The objectives of the Parties in entering into this Consent
Decree are to protect public health or welfare or the environment
at the Site by the design and implementatidn of response actiéns
for the Simplot OU Area of the Si;e by Settling Defendant, to
reimburse response costs of the Plaintiff, and to resolve the
claims of Pléintiff against Settling Défendant as provided in

this Consent Dlecree.

6. Commitments by Settling Defendant.

Settling Defendant shall finance and perform the Work in
accordance with this Consent Decree, the ROD, the SOW, and all
work plans and other plans, standards, specifications, and
schedules set forth herein or developed by Settlind'Deféndant and
approved by EPA pursﬁant to this Consent Decree. Settling
Defendant shall also reimburse the United States for Past,
Interim and Future Response Costs as provided in this Consent
Decree.

7. Compliance With Applicable Law.

. All activities undertaken by Settling Defendant pursuant to
J.R. SIMPLOT OU EMF RD/RA CONSENT DECREE - .11 .
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this Consent Decree shall be performed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable federal and state laws and
regulations. Settling Defendant must also comply with all
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of all
Federal and state environmental laws as set forth in the_ROD and
the SOW. The activities conducted pursuant to this Consent
Decree, if approved by EPA, shall be considered to be consistent
with the NCP.
8. - Permits.

a. As provided in Section 121 (e) of CERCLA and
Section 300.400(e) of the NCP, no permit shall be required for
any portion of the WO;k conducted entirely on-site (i.e., within
the areal extent of contamination or in very close proximity to
the contamination and necessary for implementation of the Work) .

Where any portion of the Work that is not on-Site requires a

federal or state permit or approval, Settling Defendant shall

submit timely and complete applications and take all other
actions necessary to obtain all such permits 6r approvals.

b. Settling Defendant may seek relief under the
provisions of Section XVIII (Force Majeure) of this Consent
Decree for any delay in the performance of the Work resulting
from a failure to obtain, or a delay in obtaining, any permit
required for the Wdrk. |

c. This Consent Decree is not, and shall not be
construed to be, a permit issued pursuant to any federal or state
statute or regulation.

9. Notice to Successors-in-Title.

a. With respect to any property owned or controlled by
J.R. SIMPLOT - OU EMF RD/RA CONSENT DECREE - 12
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the Settling Defendant that is located within the Site, within 30
days after the entry of this Consent Decree, Settling Defendant
shall submit to EPA for review and approval a notice to be filed
with the Recorder's Office, Bannock County, State of Idaho, which
shall provide notice to all successors-in-title that the property
is part of the Site, that EPA selected a remedy for the Site on
June 8, 1998, and ;hat Settling Defendant has entered into a
Consent Decree requiring implementation of the remedy. Such
notice(s) shall identify the United States District Court in

which the Consent Decree was filed, the name and civil action

number of this case, and the date the Consent Decree was entered

by the Court. Settling Defendant shall record the notice(s)
within 10 days of EPA's approval of the notice(s). Settling
Defendant shall provide EPA with a certified copy of the recorded
notice(s) within 10 days of recording such notice(s).

b. Prior to the delisting of the Site, at least 30
days prior to the éonveyance of any interest in property ownéd by
Settling Defendant located within the Site including, but not
limited to, fee interests, leasehold interests, and mortgage
interests, Settling Defendant shali give the grantee written
notice of (i) this Consent.Decree, (1i) any instrument by which
an interest in real pfoperty has been conveyed that confers a
right of access to the Site (hereinafter referred to as “access
easements”) pursuant to Section IX (Access and Institutional
Controls), and (iii) any instfument by which an interest in real
property has been’conveyed that confers a right to enforce
restrictions on the use of such property (hereinafter referred to

as “restrictive easements”) pursuant to Section IX (Access and
J.R. SIMPLOT OU EMF RD/RA CONSFNT DECRF® - 177
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Institutional Controls). At least 30 days prior to such
conveyance, Settling Defendant shéll also give written notice to
EPA and the State of the proposed conveyance, including the name
and address of the grantee, and the date on which notice of the
Consent Decree, access easements, and/or restrictive easements
was given to the grantee.

c. In the event of any such conveyance, Settling
Defendant's obligations under this Consent Decree, including, but
not limited-to, its obligation to provide or secure access and
institutional controls, as well as to abide by such institutional
controls, pursuant to Section IX (Access and Institutional
Controls) of this Consent Decree, shall continue to be met by the
Settling Defendant. In no event shall the conveyance release or
otherwise affect the liability df Settling Defendant to comply
with all provisions of this Consent Decree, absent ‘the prior
written consent of EPA. If the United States approves, thg
grantee may perform some or all of the Work under this Consent
Decree.

VI. PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK BY SETTLING DEFENDANT
10. Selection of Supervising Contractor.

a. All aspects of the Work to be performed by
Settling Defendant pursuant té Seétions VI (Performance of the
Work by Settling Defendant), VII (Remedy Review), ViII (Quality
Assurance, Sampling and Data Analysis), and XV (Emergency
Response) of this Consent Decree shall be under the direction and
supervision of thé Supervising Contractor, the selection of which
shall be subject to disapproval by EPA. Within 30 days after the

lodging of this Consent Decree, Settling Defendant shall notify
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EPA in writing of the name, title, and qualifications of any
contractor proposed to be the Supervising Contractor. EPA will

issue a notice of disapproval or an authorization to proceed. 1If

at any time thereafter, Settling Defendant proposes to change a

Supervising Contractor, Settling Defendant shall give such notice
to EPA and must obtain an authorization to proceed from EPA
before the new quervising Contractor performs, directs, or
supervises any Work under this Consent Decree. The Settling
Defendanﬁ’s Project Coordinator designated pursuént to Section
XII may alsolbe designated to carry out the functions of the
Super#ising-Contractor.

b. If EPA disapproves a proposed Supervising
Contractor, EPA will notify Settling Defendant in writing.
Settling Defendant shall submit to EPA a list of contractors,
including the qualificatiohs of each contractor, that would be
acceptable to it within 30 days of receipt of EPA's disapproval
of the contractor previously proposed. EPA will provide written
notice of the names of any contractor(s) that it disapproves and
an authorization to proceed with respect to any of the other
contractors. Settling Defendant may select any contractor from
that list that is not disapproved and shall notify EPA of the
name of the contractor selected within 30 days of EPA's
authorization-to proéeed.

c. If EPA fails to provide written notice of its
authorization to proceed or disapproval as provided in this
Paragraph and this failure prevents the Settling Defendant from
meeting one Oor more deadlines.in a plan approved by the EPA

pursuant to this Consent Decree, Settling Defendant may seek
J.R. SIMPLOT OU FMF RN/VAZ . COANIQWNT NWADRETR - 18
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relief under the provisions of Section XVIII (Force Majeure)
hereof.

11. Remedial Desian.

a. The Parties have divided Remedial Design reporting
and deliverables for the Simplot QU into.separate categories of
Work with corresponding reports called Remedial Design Reports
(RDRs) including Final Design Reports as set forth in the SOW,
including a schedule for submission. This division reflects
tasks previously undertaken, differences in time lines required
for tasks, and is more efficient than use of a single. Remedial
Design Work Plan as contemplated by the Model RD/RA Consent
Decree. Upon approval by EPA, each RDR shall be incorporated
inﬁo and become enforceable under this. Consent Decree. Within 60
days after EPA's issuance of an authorization tO'proceed; the
Seftling Defendant shall submit to EPA and the State a Health and
Safety Plan for field design activitiesjwhich conforms to the
applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration and EPA
requirements including, but not limited to, 29 C.F.R. § 1910.120.

b. Upon approval of each RDR by EPA, and submittal of
the Health and Safety Plan for all field activities to EPA,
Settling Defendant shall implement the RDRs. Settling Defendant
shall submi; all plans, submittals and other deliverables
required under the épproved.RDR(s) to EPA in accordance with °
Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans and Other_Submissions). Unless
otherwise directed by EPA, Settling Defendant shall not commence
further Remedial Design activities at the Site prior to approval

of the RDR for such work.
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12. Remedial Action.

a. Within 90 days after the approval of each Final
Design Report, Settling Defendant shall submit a work plan to EPA
for the performance of such component Remedial Action at the
Simplot OU (“Remedial Action Work Plan”) as set forth in the SOW.
Together, the Remedial Action Work Plans shall provide ﬁor
construction and implementation of the remedy set forth in the
ROD for the Simplot OU Area and aéhievement of the applicable

Performance Standards for the Simplot OU Area, in accordance with

this Consent Decree, the ROD, the SOW, and the design plans and

specifications developed in accordance with the Final RDR

approved by EPA. Upon approval by EPA, each Remedial ‘Action Work

Plan shall be incorporated into and become enforceable under this

Consent Decree. At the same time as it submits the first
Remedial Action Work Plan, Seﬁtling Defendant shall submit a
Health and Safety Plan to EPA for field activities required by
the Remedial Action Work Plans which conforms to the applicable
Occupational Safety and Health Administration and EPA
requirements including, but not limited to, 29 C.F.R. § 1910;120.
b. Remedial Action Work Plans shall include the
following: (1) the schedule for completion of the Remedial
Action; (2) method for selection of the contractor; (3) schedule
for developing and submitting other fequired Remedial Action
plans; (4) methodology for implementation of the Construction
Quality Assurance Plan; (5) a groundwater monitoring plan; (6)
methods for satisfying permitting requirements if applicable; (7)
methodology for implementation of the Operation and Maintenance

Plan; (8) methodology for implementation of the Contingency Plan;
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(9) tentative formulation of the Remedial Action team; (10)
construction.éuality control plan (by constructor); and (11)
procedures and plans for the decontamination of equipment and the
disposal of contaminated materials. Remedial Action Work Pians
also shall include a schedule for implementation of all
applicable Remedial Action tasks identified in the final design
submittal and shall identify the initial formulation of the
Settling Defendant's Remedial Action Préject Team (including, but
not limited to, the Supervising Contractor).

C. Upon approQal of each Remedial Action Work Plan by
EPA, after'a.reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the
State} Settling Defendant shall implement the activities required
under such Remedial Action Work Plan. Settling Defendant shall
submit to EPA and the State all plans, submittals, or other
deliverables required under the approveq Remedial Action Work
Plan in accordance with the attached SOW. Unless otherwise
directed by EPA, Settling Defendant shall not commence physical
Remedial Action activities at the Site prior to approval of the
applicable Remedial Action Work Plan.

13. Attainment of Performance Standards.

Settling Defendant shall continue to implement the Remedial
Action and 0O&M until the Performance Standards afe achieved for
the Simplot OU Area and for so long thereafter as 1is otherwise
required under this Consént Decree. Settling Defendant reserves
the right to seek relief pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 9621(d) (4) (C) or

40 C.F.R. § 300.430(f) (1) (ii) (C) (3).
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14. Modification 6f the SOW or Related Work Plans.

a. If EPA determines that modification to the work
for the Siﬁplot OU Area specified in the SOW and/or in work plans
developed pursuant to the SOW is necessary to achieve and
maintain the Performance Standards or to carry out and maintain
the effectiveness of the rgmedy set forth in the ROD, EPA may
require that such modification be incorporated in the SOW and/or
such work plans. Provided, however, that a modification may only
be required pursuant to this Paragraph to the extent that it is-
consistent with the scope of the femedy selected in the ROD.

b. For the purposes of this Paragraph‘14 and
Péragraphs 48 and 49 only, the “scope of the remedy selected in
the ROD” is limited to the specific actions detailed for the
Simplot OU Area in Section 10.1, entitled “Selected Remedy” of
the ROD, as further detailed in Section III. D. of Appendix B.

c. If Settling Defendant objects to any modification
determined by EPA to be necessary pdrsuant to this Paragraph, it
may seek dispute resolution pursuant to Section XIX (Dispute
Resolution), Paragraph 66 (record review). The SOW and/or
related work plans shall be modified in accordance with final
resolution of the dispute.

d. Settling Defendant shall implement any work
required by any modifications incorporated in the SOW and/or in
work plans developed pursuant to the SOW in accordance with this
Paragraph.- |

e. Nothing in this Paragraph shall be construed to
limit EPA's authority to require performance of further response

actions as otherwise provided in this Consent Decree.
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15. Settling Defendant acknowledges and agrees that nothing
in this Consent Decree, the SOW, or the Remedial Design Reports
or Remedial Action Work Plans constitutes a warranty or
representation of any kind by Plaintiff that compliance with the
work requirements set forth in the SOW and the Work Plans will
achieve the Performance Standards.

16. Shipments of Waste Material Out of State.

a. Settling Defendant shéll, seven days prior to any
off-Site shipment of Waste Material generated from the
performance of the Work to an out-of-state waste management
facility, provide written notification to the appropriate state
environmental official in the receiving facility's state and to
the EPA Project Coordinator of such shipment of Waste Material.
However, this notification reqﬁirement shall not apply to any
off-Site sﬁipments when the total volume of each such shipment
will not exceed 10 cubic yards. |

b. Settling Defendant shall include in the written
notification the following information, where available: (1) the

name- and location of the facility to which the Waste Material is

to be shipped:; (2) the type and quantity of the Waste Material to

be shipped; (3) the expected schedule for the shipment of the
Waste Material; anaﬂ(4) the method of transportation. Settliné
Defendant shall notify the state in which the planned receiviné
facility 1is located of major changes in the shipment plan, such -
as a decision to ship the Waste Material to another facility |
within the same sfate, or to a facility in another state.

c. The identity of the receiving facility and state

will be determined by Settling Defendant following the award of
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the contract for Remedial Action construction. Settling

Defendant shall provide the information required by Paragraph

16.b. as soon as practicable after the information is identified
and seven days before the-Waste Material is actually shipped.
VII. REMEDY REVIEW

17. Periodic Review. Settling Defendant shall conduct any
studies and investigations as requested by EPA in writing for the
Simplot OU Area, in order to permit EPA to conduct reviews of
whether the Remédial Action 1is protective of human health and the
environment at least every five years as required by Section
121(c) of CERCLA and any applicable regulations.

18. EPA Selection of Further Response Actions. If EPA
determines, at any time, that the Remédial Action is not
protective of human health and the environment, EPA may select
further response actions for the Site, including the Simplot 0OU
Area of the Site, in accordanée with the requirements of CERCLA
and the NCP. |

19. Opportunity To Comment. Settling Defendant and, if
required by Sections 113(k) (2) or 117 of CERCLA, the public, will
be provided with an opportunity to comment on any further
response actions proposed by EPA as a result of the review
conducted pursuant to Section 121 (c) of CERCLA and to submit

written comments for the record during the comment period.

20. Settling Defendant's Obl;cation To Perform Further
Response Actions. If EPA selects further response actions for
the Simplot and/of FMC OU Areas, Settling Defendant shall
undertake such further response actions to the extent that the

reopener conditions in Paragraph 81 or Paragraph 82 (United
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States' reservations of liability based on unknown conditions or
new information) are satisfied. Settling Defendant may invoke
the procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) to

dispute (1) EPA's determination that the reopener conditions of

Paragraph 81 or Paragraph 82 of Section XXI (Covenants Not To Sue

by Plaintiff) are satisfied, (2) EPA's determination that the

-Remedial Action is not protective of human health and the

environment, or (3) EPA's selection of the further response
actions. Disputes pertaining to whether the Remedial Action is
protective or to EPA's selection of further response actions
shall be resolved pursuant to Paragraph 66 (record review).

21. Submissions of Plans. If Settling Defendant is
required to perform further response actions pursuant to
Paragraph 20, it shall submit a plan for such work to EPA for
approval in accordance with the procedures set forth in
Section VI (Performance of the Work by éettling Defendant) aﬁd
shall implemént the plan approved by EPA in accordance with the

provisions of this Decree.

VIII. QUALITY ASSURANCE, SAMPLING, AND DATA ANALYSIS

22. Settling Defendant shall use quality assurance, quality
control,‘and chain of custody procedures for all samples in
accordance with “EPA Requirements for Quality Assurance Project
Plans for Environmental 6ata Operation,” (EPA QA/R5; ™“Preparing
Perfect Project'Plans,”) (EPA /600/9-88/087), and subsequent
amendments to such guidelines upon notification by EPA to
Settling Defendants of such amendment. Amended guidelines éhall
apply only to procedures conducted after such notification.

Prior to the commencement of any monitoring project under this
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Consent Decree, Settling Defendant shall submit a Quality
Assurance Project Plan (“QAPP”) to EPA for approval that is
consistent with the SOW, the NCP and applicable guidance
documents. If relevant to the proceeding, the Parties agree that
validated sampling data generated in accordance with the QAPP(s)
and reviewed and approved by EPA shall be admissible as evidence,
without objection, in any proceeding under this Decree. Settling
Defendant shall ensure that EPA personnel and its authorized
representatives are allowed access at reasonable times to all
laboratories utilized by Settling Defendant in implementing this
Consent Decree. Settling Defendant shall ensure that such
laboratories shall analyze all samples submitted by EPA pursuant
to the QAPP for quality assurance monitoring. Settling Defendant
shall ensure that the laboratories it utilizes for the analysis
of samples taken pursuant to this Decree perform all analyses
according_to accepted EPA methods. Accepted EPA methods consist
of those methods which are documented in the “Contract Lab
Program Statement of Work for Inorganic Analysis” and the
“Contract Lab Program Statement of Work for Organic Analysis,”
dated February 1988, and any amendments mada thereto dgriag the
course of the implementation of this Decree. Settling Defendant
shaLl ensure that all laboratories it uses for analysis of
samples taken pursuaht to this Consent Decree participate in an
EPA or EPA-equivalent QA/QC program. Settling Defendant shall
ensure that all field methodologies utilized in collecting
samples for subseduent analysis pursuant to this Decree will be
conducted in accordance with the procedures set forth in the QAPP

approved by EPA.
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23. Upon request, Settling Defendant shall allow split or
duplicate samples to be taken by EPA or ifs authorized
representatives. Settling Deﬁendant shall notify EPA not'less
than 28 days in advance of any sample collection activity unless
shorter notice is agreed to by EPA. EPA shall have tﬁe right to
take any additional samples that EPA deems necessary. .Upon
request, EPA shall allow Settling Defendant to take split or
duplicate samples of any samples it takes as part of the
Plaintiff's oversight of the Settling Defendant's implementation
of the Work.

24. Settling Defendant shall submit four copies of the
;esults to EPA of all sampling and/or tests or other data
obtainéd or generated by or on behalf of Settling Defendant with
respect to the Site and/of the implementation of this Consent
Decree unless.EPA agrees otherwise.

25. Notwithstanding any provision of this Consent Decree,
the United States hereby retains all of its information gathering
and inspeétion authorities and rights, including enforcement
actions related thereto, under CERCLA, RCRA and any other
applicable statutes or regulations.

IX. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

26. Commencing upon the date of lodging of this Consent
Decree, Settling Deféndant agrees to provide the United States,
and its representatives, inciuding EPA and its contractors,
access at all reasonable times to the Site and any other property
to whi;h_access is required for the implementation of this
Consent Decrée, to the extent access to such property 1is

controlled by Settling Defendant, for the purposes of conducting
J.R. SIMPLOT OU EMF RD/RA CONSFNT NFCARET . 24
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any activity related to this Consent Decree including, but not
limited to: |

A. Monitoring the Work;

B. Verifying any data or information submitted to the
United States or the State;

C. Conducting investigations relating to
contamination at or near the Site;

| D. Obtaining samples;

E. Assessing the need for, planning, or implementing
additional response actions at or near the Site;

F. Inspecting and copying records, operating logs,
contracts, or other documents maintained or. generated by Settling
Dgfendant or its agents, consistent with Section XXIV;

G. Assessing Settiing Defendant's compliance with
this Consent Decree; | |

| H. Implementing the Work pufsuant to the conditions
set forth in Paragraph 85 of this Consent Decree:; -

I. Determining whether the property is being used in
a manner that is proﬁibited by this Consent Decree or related
agreements, restrictions or easements;

J. Following delisting, the access granted by this
Paragraph shall be.limited to the performance by EPA of five year
reviews, pursuant to Section 121 (c) of CERCLA;

K. Commencing upon the date of lodging of this
Consent Decree, and until EPA certifies that the Performance
Standards for ground water have been met, Settling Defendant
agrees not to uée Site property for which land use rest;ictions

are required by the Remedial Action to protect, the public health
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or the environment during or after implementation of the Remedial
Action, in violation of any of the following restrictions:

i. Affected ground water underlying the property
shall not be consumed. Any changes in extraction of affected
groundwater shall require 21 day advance notice and approval by
EPA befdre implementation. However, in the event of an emergency
in which the delay caused by this requirement would significantly
impaif blant operations or public health and safety, Settling
Defendant need only provide notice within 24 hours after
installation. Within 30 days after any emergency installation,
Settling Defendant shall provide EPA with-an analysis of the new
installation’s potential impacts on the groundwater méonitoring
network and the Site remedy, if any. The requirements of this
Subparagraph 26(K) (i) . shall not apply after the Performance
Standards for ground water are achieved;.

ii. No use or activity én property owned by
Settling Defendant shall be permitted that will disturb any of
the remedial measures that will be implemented pursuant to this
Consent Decree; and

L. If Settling Defendant seeks to undertake any
restricted use or activity on Site property,_it may file a
petition with EPA setting forth the nature of the use or
activity, the reason'why the use or activity is necessary, and
any expected impact of the use or activity on the remedy, the
public health, and the environment. Settling Defendant may

undertake the resfricted use or activity only if EPA determines,

in its sole and unreviewable discretion, to allow such use or

activity to be implemented pursuant to an approved plan.

- oy A smmar o An mwtr e mmy  cmem Aem e S AL T m mm m— - - .-




10

11

12

13

14
15
16
17
18
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

27. a. To the extent that the Site or any other property
for which access or land use restrictions are required for the
implementation of this Consent Decree is owned or controlled by
persons other than a Settling Defendant including, but not
limited to, such property described in Appendix “A”, Settling
Defendant shall use best efforts to secure from such persons an
agreeﬁent to provide ﬁhe United States and the State and their
representatives, including, but not limited to, EPA and its
contractors, as well as Settling Defendant: (i) access to the
property for the purpose of conducting any activity related to

this Consent Decree including, but not limited to, those

activities listed in this Paragraph, and (ii) the right to

enforce the land use restrictions required by this Consent Decree
in the manner set forth in Appendix “C”. For purposes of
securing access pursuant to this Subparaéraph “best effofts”
includes the payment of reasonable sums:of money in consideration
of the agreement. If any agreement required by this Subparagraph
is not obtained within 45 days after the date of lodging of this
Consent Decree, or within 45 days after the date EPA notifies
Settling Defendant in writing that additional agreéments beyond
those.previously secured are necessary, Settling Defendant shall
prqmptly notify the Uniféd States. in writing, and shall include.
in that hotification'a summary of the steps Settling Defendant
has taken to attempt to obtain the agreement. The United States
or the State may, aé it deems appropriate, assist Settling
Defendant in obtafning these agreements.

b. To the extent that the Site or any other property

for which access or land use restrictions are required for the
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implementation of this Consent Decree is owned or controlled by
persons other than a Settling Defendant including, but not
limited to, the property described in Appendix “A”, Settling
Defendant shall use best efforts to secure from such persons
agreements to file the éasements described below. For the
purposes of this Subparagraph “best efforts” includes the payment
of reasonable sums of money in consideration of the filing of
these easements in accordance with the procedures set forth in

Appendix “A”. Settling Defendant shall, within 90 days after

-entry of this Consent Decree, submit to the following for EPA

review and approval:

i. A draft easement substantially in the form
attached to this Consent Decree as Appendix “C”, that grants to
Settling Defendant and their representatives, including EPA and
its contractors: (A) a right of access, running with the land for
the full duration of the applicable easément period, for the
purpose of conducting any activity related to this Consent
Decree,” and (B) a right, running with the land for the full
duration of the applicable easement period, to enforce the land
use restrictions required by this Consent Decree. The easement
shall be-enforceable under the laws of Idaho, shall be free and
clear of all prior liens and encumbrances, shall be acceptable
under the Attorney General's Title Regulations promulgated
pursuant to 40 U.S.C. § 255, and any modification thereof by
Settling Defendant and any Grantor must be pre-approved by EPA in
writing; and

ii. A current title commitment or report prepared

in accordance with the U.S. Department of Justice Standards for
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the Preparation of Title Evidence in Land Acquisitions by the

United States (“the Standards”).

C. Within 30 days after EPA approval and acceptance
of the easement, Settling Defendant shall update the title search
and, if it is determined that nothing has occurréd since the
effective date of the commitment or report to affect the title
adversely, file the easement with the Recorder's Office or
Registry of Deeds or other appropriate office, -of Bannock County,
Idaho. Within 60 days of filing the easement, Settling Defendant

shall provide EPA with a title insurance policy or other final

‘title evidence acceptable under the Standards, and the original

recorded easement or a certified copy thereof showing the clerk's
recording stamps. If any easement required by this Subparagraph
is not submitted to EPA for review and approval within 96 days
after the date of entry of this Consent becree, Settling
Defendant shall promptly notify the United States . in wfiting, and
shall include in that notification a summary of the steps

Settling Defendant has taken to attempt to obtain such easements.
If EPA notifies Settling Defendant in writing that additional
easements, with respect to property that is not owned or
controlled by Settling Defendant, are required for implementation
of this Consent Decree, Settling Defendant shall respond by
fellowing the procedure outlined in this Subparagraph as though
the property had been identified in this Consent Decree, éxcept
that the time requirements shall commence with the date of

receipt of the written notice, as opposed to the date of entry of
the Consent Decree. Transfers of Simplot OU property owned by

Settling Defendant must include all access grants and all
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restrictions or limitations (institutional controls) as described
in this Consent Decree in the transferee’s deed or such transfers
shall be void or voidable.

28. Notwithstanding any provision of this Consent Decree,
the United States retains all of its access authorities and
rights, including enforcement authorities related thereto, under
CERCLA, RCRA and any other applicable statute or regulations.

X. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

29. In additioﬁ to any other requirement of this Consent
Decree, Settling Defendant shall submit two copies of written
monthly progress reports to EPA that: (a) describe the actions
which have been taken toward achieving compliance with this
Consent Decree during the previous month; (b) include a summary
of all results of sampiing and tests and all other data received
or generated by Setfling Defendant or its contractors or agents
in the previous month; (c) identify all work plans, plans and

other deliverables required by this Consent Decree completed and

submitted during the previous month; (d) describe all actions,

including, but not limited to, data collection and

implementation of work plans, whiéh are scheduled for the next
six weeks and prbvide othér information relaﬁing to the progress
of construction, including, but not limited to, critical path
diagrams, Gantt charts and/or Pért'chafts as appropriate; (e)
include information fega:ding percentage of completion,
unresolved delays encduntered or anticipated that may affect the
future schedule for implementation of the Work, and a description
of efforts made to mitigate those delays or anticipated delays;

(£) include an explanation of any modifications to the work plans
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or other schedules that Settling Defendant has proposed to EPA or
that have been approved by EPA; and (g) describe all activities
undertaken in support of the Community Relations Plan during the
previous month and those to be undertaken in the next six weeks.
Settlihg Defendant shall submit these progress reports to EPA by
the tenth day of every month following the lodging of this
Consent Decree until EPA notifies the Settling Defendant pursuant
to Paragraph 49.b of Section XIV (Certification of Completion).
If-requested by EPA, Settling Defendant shall also provide
briefings for EPA to discuss the progress of the Work.

30. Settling Defendant shall notify EPA of any change in-
the schedule described in the monthly progress report for the
performance of any activity, including, but not limited to, data
collection and implementation of work plans, no later than seven
days prior to the performance of the activity.

31. Upon the occurrence of any evgnt during performance of
the Work that Settling Defendant 1is reéuired to report pursuant
to Section 103 of CERCLA or,Seétion 304 of the Emergency Planning
and Community Right-to-know Act (EPCRA), Settling Defendant shall
within 24 hours of the onset of such event orally notify the EPA

Project Coordinator or the Alternate EPA Project-Coordinator (in

the event of the unavailability of the EPA Project Coordinator),

or, in the event that neither the EPA Qroject Coordinator or
Alternate EPA Projecf Coordinator is available, the Emergency
Response Section, Region 10, U.S. EPA. These reporting
requirements are in addition £o the reporting required by CERCLA
Section 103 or EPCRA Section 304.

32. Within 20 days of the onset of such an event, Settling
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"Defendant shall furnish a written report to EPA, signed by the

Séttling Defendant's Project Coordinator, setting forth the
events which occurred‘and the measures taken, and to be taken, in
response thereto. Within 30 days of the conclusion of such an
event, Settling Defendant shall submit a report setting forth all
actions taken in response thereto.

33. Settling Defendant shall submit 3 copies of all plans,
reports, and data required by the SOW, the Remedial Design
Reports, the Remedial Action Work Plans, or any~other approved
plans to EPA in accordance with the schedules set forth in such
plans. Settling Defendant shall simultaneously submit 1 copy of
all such plans, reports and data to the State.

34. All reports and other documents submitted by Settling
Defendant to EPA (other than monthly progress reports referred to
above) which purport to document Settling Defendant's compliance
with this Consent Décree shall be sigﬁed by an authorized
representative of Settling Defendant.

XI. EPA APPROVAL OF PLANS AND OTHER SUBMISSIONS

35. After review of any plan, repcrt or other item which is
required to be submitted for approval pursuant to this Consent
Decree, EPA, shall:'(a) approve the submission in whole or in
part; (b) approve the submission upon specified conditions; (c)
modify the submission to cure the deficiencieé; (d)'disap?rove
the submission in Qhéle or in part, directing that Settling
Defendant modify the submission; or (e) any combination of the
ébove. However, EPA shall not modify a submission without first
providing Settliné Defendant at least one notice of deficiency

and an opportunity to cure within seven days, except where to dc¢
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so would cause serious ‘disruption to the Work or where previdus
submissions have been disapproved due to material defects and the
deficiencies in the submission under consideration indicate a bad
faith lack of effort to submit an acceptable deliverable.

36. In the event of approval, approval upon conditions, or
modification by EPA, pursuant to Paragraph 35(a), (b), or (c¢),
Settling Defendant shall proceed to take any action required by
the plan, report, or other item, as approved or modified by EPA
subject only to its right to invoke the Dispute Resolution
procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) with
respect to the modifications or conditions made by EPA. .If EPA
modifies the submission to cure the deficiencies pursuant to
Paragraph 35(c) and the submission has a material defect, EPA
retains its fight to seek stipulated penalties, as provided in.
Section XX_(Stipuléted~Penalties).

37. a. Upon receipt of a notice Qf disapproval pursuant to
Paragraph 35(d), Settling Defendant shall, within seven -days or
such longer time as specified by EPA in such notice, correct the
deficiencies and resubmit the plan, report, or other item for
approval. Any stipulated penalties applicable to the submission,
as provided in Section XX, shall accrue during the seven-day
period or. otherwise specified period but shall not be payable
unless the resubmission is disapproved or modified due to a
material defect as pfovided in Paragraphs 38 and 39.

b. WNotwithstanding the receipt of a notice of
disapproval pursuant to Paragraph 35(d), Settling Defendant shall
proceed, at the direction of EPA, to take any action required by

any non-deficient portion of the submission. Implementation of
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any non-deficient portion of a submission shall not relieve
Settling Defendant of any liability for stipulated penalties
under Section XX (Stipulated Penalties).

38. If a resubmitted plan, report or other item, or portion
thereof, is disapproved by EPA, EPA may again require Settling
Defendant to correct the deficiencies, in accordance with the
preceaing Paragraphs. EPA also retains the right to modify or
develop the plan, report or other item. Settling Defendant shall
implement any such plan, report, or item as modified or developed
by EPA, subject only to its right to invoke the procedures set
forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution).

39. 1If upon resubmission, a plan, repbrt, or item is
disapproved or modified by EPA due to a material defect, Settling
Defendant shall be deemed to have failed to submit such plan,
report, or item timely and adequately unless the Settling
Defeﬁdant invokes tﬁe dispute resoluﬁiop procedures set forth in-
Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) and EPA's action is oVertu:ned
pursuant to that Section. The provisions of Section XIX (Dispute
Resolution) and Section XX (Stipulated Penalties) shall govern
the implementation of the Work and accrual.and payment of any
stipulated penalties during Dispute Resolution. If EPA's |
disapproval or modificaticon is upheld, stipulated penalties shall
accrue for such violation from the date on which the initial
submission was origihally required, as provided in Section XX.

40. All plans, reports, and other items requi:ed-to be

submitted to EPA under this Consent Decree shall, ﬁpon approval

.or modification b§ EPA, be enforceable under this Consent Decree.

In the event EPA approves or modifies a portion of a plan,
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report, or other item required to be submitted to EPA under this
Consent Decree, the approved or modified portion shall be
enforceable under this Consent Decree.

XII. PROJECT COORDINATORS

41. Within 20 days of the lodging of this Consent Decree,
Settling Defendant and EPA will notify each other, in writing, of
the name, address and telephone number of their respective
designated Project Coordinators and Alternate Project
Coordinators. If a Project Coordinator or Alternate Project
Coordinator initially designated is changed, the identity of the
successor will be given to the other Party at least five working
days before the changes occur, unless impracticable, but in no
event later than the actual day the chénge is made. Settling
Defendant's Prcject Coordinator shall be subject to disapproval
by EPA and shall have the technical expertise sufficient to |
adeéuately oversee all aspects of the Wofk. Settling Defendant'é
Project Coordinator shali not be an att;rney. He or she may
assign other representatives, including'other contractors, to
serve as a Site representétive for oversight of performance of
daily operations during remedial activities.

42. Plaintiff may designate cther represeﬁtatives,
including, but not limited to, EPA and State employees, and
federal or State contractors and consultants, to observe and
monitor thé érogress of any activity undertaken pursuant to this
ConsentlDecree. EPA's Project Coordinator and Alternate Pfoject
Coordinatcr shall have tbe authority lawfully vested in a
Remedial Project Manager (RPM) and an On-Scene Coordinator (OSC)

by the National Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. Part 300. In
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éddition, EPA's Project Coordinator or Alternate Project
Coordinator shall have. authority, consistent with the National
Contingency Plan, to halt any Work required by this Consent
Decree and to take any necessary response action when s/he
determines that conditions at the Site constitute an emergency
situation or may present an immediate threat to public health or
welfare or the environment due to release or threatened release
of Waste Material.

43. EPA's Project Coordinator and the Settling Defendant's
Project Coordinator will meet in person or by teleconference, at
a minimum, on a monthly basis.

XIII. ASSURANCE OF ABILITY TO COMPLETE WORK

44: Within 30 days of entry of this Consent Decree,
Settling Defendant shall establish and maintain financial
security in the amount of $4,409,723.50 in one or more of the
fdllowing forms:

(a) A surety bond guaranteeing performance of the Work;

(b) One or more irrevocable letters of credit equaling
the total estimated cost of the Work:

(c) A trust fund;

(d) A guarantee to perform the Work by one or more
parent corporations or subsidiaries, or by one or more unrelated
corporations that havé a substantial business relationship with
Settling Defendant; énd |

(e) A demonstration that Settling Defendant satisfies
the requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 264.143(f).

45. If Settfing_Defendant seeks to demonstrate the ability

to complete the Work through a guarantee by a third party
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pursuant to Paragraph 44(d) of this Consent Decree, Settling
Defendant shall demonstrate that the guarantor satisfies the
requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 264.143(f). 1If Settling Defendant
seeks to demonstrate the ability to complete the Work by means of
the financial test or the corporate guarantee pursuant to
Paragraph 44(d) or (e), 1t shall resubmit sworn statements
conveying the information required by 40 C.F.R. Part 264.143(f)
annually, on the anniversary of the effective date of this
Consent Decree. If EPA determines at any time tHat the financial
assurances provided pursuant to this Section are inadequate,.
Settling Defendant shall, within 30 days of receipt of notice of
EPA's determination, obtain and present to EPA for approval one
of the other.forms of financial assurance listed in Paragraph 44
of this Censent Decree. Settling Defendant's inability to
demonstrate financial ability te complete the Work shall not
excuse performance of any activities required under this Consent
Decree. |

46. If Settling Defendant can show that the estimated cost
to complete the remaining Work has diminished below the amount
set forth in Paragraph 44 above after entry of this Consent
Decree, Settling Defendant may, on any anniversary date of entry
of this Consent Decree, or at any other time agreed to by the
Parties, reduce the amount of the financial security provided
under this Section te the estimated cost of the remaining work to.
be performed. Settling Defendant shall submit a proposal for
such reduction to EPA, in accordance with the requirements of
this Section, andimay reduce the amount of the security upon

approval by -EPA. In the event of a dispute, Settling Defendant
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may reduce the amount of the security in acccrdance with the
final administrative or judicial decision resolving the dispute.

47. Settling Defendant may change the form of financial
assurance provided under this Section at any time, upon notice to
and approval by EPA, provided that the new form of assurance
meets the requirements of this Section. In the évent of a
dispute, Settling Defendant may change the form of the financial
assurance only in accordance with the final administrative or
judicial decision resolving the dispute.

XIV. CERTIFICATION QOF COMPLETION

48. Completion of the Remedial Action.

a. Within 90 days after Settling Defenaant concludes
that the Remedial Action has been fully performed ahd the
Performance Standards have been attained for the Simplot OU Area,
Settling Defendant shall schedule and coqduct a pre—certificatioh
inspectioﬁ to be attended by Settling Defendant, and EPA and the
State at its option. 1If, after the pre-certification inépection,
Settling Defendant still believes the Remedial Action has been
fully performed and the Performance Standards have been attained,
it shall submit a written report redueéting certification to EPA
for approval, with a copy toAthe State, pursuant to Section XI
(EPA Approval of Plans and Other Submissions) within 30 days of
the inspection. 1In the report, a registered profession;l |
engineer and Settliné Defendant's Project Coordinator shall state
that the Remedial Action has been completed in full satisfaction
of the requirements of this Consent Decree. The written report
shall include as-built drawings signed and stamped by a

professional engineer. The report shall contain the following
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statement, signed by a responsible corporate official of Settling
Defendant or Settling Defendant's Project Coordinator:

“"To the best of my knowledge, aftér thorough

investigation, I certify that the information contained

in or accompanving this submission is true, accurate

and complete, I am aware that there are significant

penalties for submitting false information, including

the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing

violations.”
If, after completion of the pre-certification inspection and
réceipt and review of the written report, EPA determines that the
Remedial Action or any portion thereof has not been éompleted in
accordance with this Consent Decree or that the Performance
Standards have not been achieved at the Simplot 0OU, EPA will
notify Settling Defendant in writing of the activities that must
be undertaken by Settling Defendant pursuant to this Consent
Decree to complete the Remedial Action and achieve the
Performance Standards for the Simplot OU Area. Provided,
however, that EPA may only require Settling Defendant to perform
such activities pursuant to this Paragréph to the extent that
such activities are consistent with the “scope of the remedy
selected in the ROD,” as that term is defined in Parégraph 14.b.
EPA will set forth in the notice a schedule for performance of
such activities consistent with the Consent Decree and the SOW or
requife Settling Defendant to submit a schedule to EPA for
approval pursuant to Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans and Other
Submissions) . Settling Defendant .shall perform all activities
described in the notice in accordance with the specifications and
schedules established pursuant to this Paragraph, subject to its

right to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set forth in

Section XIX (Dispute Resolution).
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b. If EPA conclﬁdes, based on the initial or any
subsequent report requesting Certification of Completion and
after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the
State, that the Remedial Action has been performed in accordance
with this Cohsent Decree and that the Performance Standards have
been achieved, EPA will so certify in writing to Settling
Defendant. This certification shall constitute the Certification
of Completion of the Remedial Action for purposes of this Consent

Decree, including, but not limited to, Section XXI (Covenants Not

to Sue by Plaintiff). Certification of Completion of the

Remedial Action shall not affect Settling Defendant's obligations
under this Consent Decree.
49. ‘Completion of the Work.

a. Within 90 days after Settling Defendant concludes
that all phases of the Work (including O & M), have been fully
performedL'Settling Defendant shall schgdule and;conddct a pre-
certification inspection to be attended by Settling Pefendant,
EPA and the State.at its option. 1If, after the pre—certification
inspection, Settling Defendant still believes that the Work has
been fully performed, Settling_Défendant shall submit a written
report by a registered professional engineer stéting that the
Work has been completed in full satisfaction of the requirements
of this Consent Decree. The report shall contain the following
statement, signed by'a responsible corporate official of Settling
Defendant or the Settling Defendant's Project Coordinator:

“To the best of my knowledge, after thorough
investigation, I certify that the information contained
in or accompanying this submission is true, actcurate
and complete. I am aware that there are significant

penalties for submitting false information, including
the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing.
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violations.”
If, after review of the written report, EPA determines that any
portion of the Work has not been completed in accordance with
this Consent Decree, EPA will notify Settling -Defendant in
writing of the activities that must be undertaken by Settling
Defendant pursuant to this Consent becree to complete the Work.
Provided, however, that EPA may only require Settling Defendant
to perform such activities pursuant to this Paragraph to the
extentlthat such activities are consistent with ‘the “scope of the
remedy selected in the ROD,” as that term is defined in Paragraph
1l4.b. EPA will set forth in the notice a schedule for
performance of such activities consistent with the Consent Decree
and the SOW or require the Settling Defendant to submit a
scheduie to EPA for approval pursuant to Section XI (EPA Approval
of Plans and Other Submissions). Settling Defendant shall
perform all activities described in the notice in accordance with
the specifications and schedules established therein, subject to
its right to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set forth
in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution).

b. If EPA concludes, based on any request for
Certification of Completion by Settling Defendant that the Work
has been performed in accordance with this Consent Decree, EPA
will so notify the Settling Defendant in wr;ting.

'XV. EMERGENCY RESPONSE
50. In the event of any action or occurrence in connection
with the performance of the Work which causes or threatens a
release of Waste Material from the Site that constitutes an

emergency situation or may present an immediate threat to public
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health or welfare or the environment, Settling Defendant shall,

subject to Paragraph 51, immediately take all appropriate action

‘to prevent, abate, or minimize such release or threat of release,

and shall immediately notify the EPA's Project Coordinator, or,
if the Project Coordinator is unavailable, EPA's Alternate
Project Coordinator. 1If neither of these persons is available,
the Settling Defendant shall notify the EPA Emergency Response
Unit, Region 10. Settling Defendant shall ;ake such actions in
consultation with EPA's Project Coordinator or other available
authorized EPA officer and in accordance with all applicable
provisions of .the Health and Safety Plans, the Contingency Plans,
and any other applicable plans or documents developed pursuant to
the SOW. If Settling Defendant fails to take appropriate
response action as reqgquired by this Section, and EPA takes such
action instead, Settling Defendant shall reimburse EPA for all
costs-of the response action not inconsistent with the NCP
pursuant to Section XVI (Reimbursement of Response Costs).

51. Nothing in the preceding Paragraph or in this Consent
Decree shall be deeméd to limit any authority of the United
States (a) to take all appropriate action to protect human health
and the environment or to prevent, abate, respond-to, or minimize
an actual or threatened release of Waste Material on, at, or from
the Site, or (b) to direct or order such action, or seek an order
from the Court, to pfotect human health and the environment or to
prevent, abate, respond to, or minimize an actual or threatened
release of Waste Material on, at, or from the Site, subject to

Section XXI (Covenants Not to Sue by Plaintiff).
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XVI. REIMBURSEMENT OF RESPONSE COSTS

52. Within 30 days after the effective date of this Consent
Decree, Settling Defendant shall pay the sum of $90,436.90 to the
EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund in reimbursement of'Past
Response Costs, by FedWire Electronic Funds Transfer (“EFT” or
wire transfer) to the U.S. Department of Justice account in
accordance with current electronic funds trénsfer procedures,
referencing thé U.S.A.0. file number provided by-the United
States, the EPA Region and Site/Spill ID #10D2 and DOJ case
number 90-7-1-889/2. Payment shall be made in accordance with
instructions provided to Settling Defendant by the Financial
Litigation Unit of the United States Attorney's Office for the
District of Idaho following lodging of the Consent Decree. Any
payments received by the Department of Justice after 4:00 P.M.
(Eastern Time) will be credited on the next business day.

Settling Defendant shall send notice that such payment has been

-made to the United States as specified in Section XXVI (Notices

and Submissions) and to:

Joseph Penwell

Finance Section

U.S. EPA Region X, OMP-143

1200 Ssixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

53. Settling Defendant shall reimburse the EPA Hazardous

Substance Supérfund for all Future Response Costs for the Simplot
OU and one-half of all Interim Response Costs for the Site
incurred by the United States, subject to Paragraph 54. The
United States will send Settling Defendant a bill requiring

payment that includes a Scores cost summary, which includes

J.R. SIMPLOT OU EMF RD/RA CONSENT DECREE - 43




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

direct and indirect costs incurred by EPA and its contractors.
Settling Defendant shall make all payments within 30 days after
Settling Defendant's receipt of each bill requiring payment,

except as otherwise provided in Paragraph 54. Settling Defendant

shall make all payments required by this Paragraph in the form of

a certified or cashier's check or checks made payable to “EPA
Hazardous Substance querfund” and referencing the EPA Region and
Site/Spill ID #10D2, the DOJ case number 90-7-1-889/2, and the
name and address of the party making payment. Settling Defendant
shall send the check(s) to:

| Mellon Bank

U.S. EPA Region 10

ATTN: Superfund Accounting

P.O. Box 360903M

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15251
and shall send copies of the check(s) to the Unifed States as
specified in Section XXVI (Notices and Submissions) and to Joseph
Penwell at the address specified in thefpreceding Paragraph.

54. Settling Defendant may contest éayment of any Future
Response Costs under Paragraph 53 if it déterminés that the
United States has made an accounting error or if it alleges that
a cosﬁ item that is included represents costs for response
actions that are inconsistent with the NCP. Such objection
shall be made in writing within 30 days of receipt of the bill
and must be sent to the United States pursuant to Section XXVI
(Notices and Submissions). Any such objection shall specifically
identify the contested Future Response Costs and the basis for
objection. In thé event of an objection, Settling Defendant

snall within the 30 day pericd pay all uncontested Future

Response Costs to the United States in the manner described in
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Paragraph 53.. Simultaneously, Settling Defendant shall establish
an interest-bearing escrow account in a federally-insured bank
duly chartered in the State of Idaho and remit to that escrow
account funds equivalent to the amount of the contested Future
Response Costs. Settling Defendant shall send to the United
States, as provided in Section XXVI (Notices and Submissions), a
copy of the transmittal letter and check paying the uncontested
Future Response Costs, and a copy of the correspondence that
establishés and funds the escrow account, including, but not
limited to, information containing the identity of the bank and
bank account under which_the escrow account 1is established as
well as a.bank statement showing the initial balance of the
escrow account. Simultaneously with establishment of the escrow
éccount, Settling Defendant shall initiate the Dispute.Resolution
procedures in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution). If the United
States ptevails'in the dispute, within five days of the
resolution of the dispute, Settling Defendant shall pay the sums
due (with accrued interest) to the United States in the manner
described in Pafagraph 53. 1If Settling Defendant prevails
concerning any aspect of the contested costs, Settling Defendant
shall pay that portion of the costs (plﬁs associated accrued
interest) for which it did.not prevail to the United States in
the manner described in Paragraph 5?; Settling Defendant shall be
disbursed any balance of the escrow account. The dispute
resolution procedures set forth in this Paragraph in conjunction
with the procedurés set forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution)
shall be the exclusive mechanisms for resolving disputes

regarding Settling Defendant's obligation to reimburse the United
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States for its Future Response Costs.

55. If the payments required by Paragréph 52 are not made
within 30 days after the effective date of this Consent Decree or
the payments required by Paragrabh 53 are not made within 30 days
after Settling Defendant's receipt of the bill, Settling
Defendant shall pay Interest on the unpaid balance. The Interest
to be paid on Past Response Costs under this Paragraph shall
begin to accrue 30 days after the effective date of this Consent
Decree. The Interest on Future Response Costs shall begin to
aécrue on the date of the bill. The Interest shali accrue
through the date of Settling Defendant's payment. Payments of
Interest made under this Paragraph shall be in addition to such
other remedies or sanctions available to Plaintiff by virtue of
Settling Defendant's failure to make timely payments under this

Seétion. Settling Defendant shall make all payments required by

‘this Paragraph in the manner desc:ibed in Paragraph 53.

XVII. INDEMNIFICATION AND INSURANCE

56. a. The United States does not assume any liability by
enteriﬂg into this agreement or by virtue of any designation of
Settling Defendant as EPA's authorized representatives under -
Section 104 (e) of CERCLA. Séttling Defendant shall ihdemnify,
save and hold harmless the United States and its officials,
agents, employees,,cbntractors, subcdntractors, or |
representatives for or from any and all claims or causes of
action arising from,  or on account of, negligent or other
wrongful acts or dmissions of Settling Defendant, its cfficers,
directors, employees, agents, contractors, subcontractoré, and

any persons acting on its behalf or under its control, in
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carrying out activities.pursuan; to this Consent Decree,
including, but not limited to, any claims arising from any
designation of Settling Pefendant as EPA's authorized
representative under Section 104 (e) of CERCLA. Further, Settling
Defendant agrees to pay the United States all costs it incurs
including, but not limited to, attorneys fees ahd other expenses
of litigation and settlement arising from, or on account of,
claims made against the United States based on negligent or other
wrongful acts or omissions of Settling Defendaht, its officers,
directors, employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, ahd
any persons acting on its behalf or under its control, in
carrying out activities pursuant-to thié Consent Decree. The
United States shall not be held out as a party to any contract
entered into by or-on behélf of Settling Defendant in carrying
out activities pursuant to this Consent becree. Neither Settling
Defendant nor any such contractor shall be considered an agent of
the United States.

| b. The United States shall give Settling Defendant
notice of any claim for which the United States plans to seek
indemnification pursuant to Paragraph Sé.a, and shall consult
with Settling Defendant prior to settling such claim.

57. Settling Defendant waives all claims against the United ;
States for damages or reimbursement or for set-off of any
payments made or to be made to the United States arising from or
on account of any contract, agreement, or arrangement between
Settling befendanﬁ and any person for performance of Work on or
relating to the Site, including, but not limited to, claims on

account of construction delays. In addition, Settling Defendant
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shall indemnify and hold harmless the United States with respect
to any and all claims for damages or reimbursement arising from
Oor on Aaccount Qf any contracet, agréement, or arrangement between
Settling Defendant and any éerson for performance of Work on or
relating to the Site, including, but not limited to, claims on
account of construction delays.

58. No later than 15 days before commencing any on-site
Work, Settling Defendant shall secure, and shall maintain until
the first anniversary of EPA's Certification of Completion of the
Remedial Action pursuant to Paragraph 48.b of Section XIV
(Certification of Completion) comprehensive general liability
insurance with limits of one million dollars, combined single

limit, and automobile liability insurance with limits of one

million dollars, combined single limit, naming the United States

as an additional insured. In addition, for the duration 6f this
Consent Decree, Settling Defendant shall satisf?, or shall ensure
that its contractors or subcontractors satisfy, all applicable
laws and requlations regarding the provision of worker's
compensation insurance for all persons performing the Work on
behalf of Settling Defendant in furtherance of this Consent
Decree. Prior to commencement of the Work under this Consent
Decree, Settling Defendant shall provide certificates of such
insufance and a copy of eécﬁ insﬁrance policy to EPA. Settling
Defendant shall resubmit such certificates and copies of policies
each year on the anniversary of the effective date of this
Consent Decree. If Settling Defendant demonstrates by evidenqe
satisfactory to EPA that any contractor or subcontfactor

maintains insurance equivalent to that described above, or
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insurance covering the same risks but in a lesser amount, then,
with respect to that-contractor or subcontractor, Settling
Defendant need provide only that portion of the insurance

described above which 1s not maintained by the contractor or

subcontractor.
XVIII. FORCE MAJEURE
59. “Force majeure,” for purposes of this Consent Decree,

is defined as any event arising from causes beyorid the control of
Settling Defendant, of any entity controlled by'Settling
Defendant, or of Settiing Defendant's contractors, that delays or
prevents the performance of ény obligation under this Consent
Deéree despite Settiing Defehdant's‘best efforts to fulfill the |
obligation. The reduirement that Settling Defendant exercise -
“best efforts to fulfill the obligation” includes using best
efforts to anticipate any potential force majeure event and best
efforts to address the effects of any potential force majeure
event (1) as it is occurring and (2) following the potential
force majeure event, such that the delay is minimized to the
greatest extent poSsible. “Force Majeure” does not include
financial inability to complete the Work or a failure to attain
the Performance Standards.

60. If any event occurs or has occurred that may delay the
performance of any obligation under this Conseﬁt Decree, whether
or not caused by a force majeure event, Settling Defendant shall
orally notify EPA's Project Coordinétor or, in his or her

absence, EPA's Alfernate Project Coordinator or, in the event

' both of EPA's designated fepresentatives are unavailable, the

Environmental Cleanup Office Director, EPA Region 10, within 48
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hours after Settling Defendant first knew the event might cause a
delay. Within seven days thereafter, Settling Defendant shall
provide an explanation and description of the réasons for the
delay in writing to EPA; the anticipated duration of the delay:;
all actions taken or to be taken to prevent or minimize the
delay; a schedule for implementation of any measures to be taken
to prevent or mitigate the delay or the effect of the delay;
Settling Defendant's rationale for attributing such délay to a
force majeure event if it intends.to assert such a claim; and a
statement as to whether, in the opinion of Settling Defendant,
such event may cause or contribute to an endangermenﬁ to public
health, welfare or the environment. Settling Defendant shall
include with any notice all available documentation supporting.
its claim that the delay was attributable to a force majeure.
Failure to comply with the above requireﬁents shall preclude
Settling Defendant from asserting any claim of force majeﬁre for
that event for the period of time of such failure to comply, and
for any additional delay caused by such failure. Settling
Defendant shall be deemed to know of any circumstance of which
Settling Defendant, any entity controlled by Settling Defendant,
or Settling Defendant's contractors knew or should have known.
61. If EPA agrees that the delay or anticipated delay is
attributable to a force majeure event, the time for performance
of the obligations under this Consent Decree that are affected by
the force majeure event will be extended by EPA for such time as
is necessary to cémplete those obligations. An extension of the
time for performance of the obligations affected by the force

majeure event shall not, of itself, extend the time for
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performance of any other obligation. If EPA does not aéree that
the delay or anticipated delay has been or will be caused by a
force majeure event, EPA will notify Settling Defendant in
writing of its decision. If EPA agrees that the delay is
attributable to a force majeure event, EPA will notify Settling
Defendant in writing of the length of the extension, if any, for
performance of the obligations affected by the force majeure
event.

62. If Settling Defendant elects to invoke the dispute
resolution procedures set forth in Section XIX {Dispute
Resolution), it shall do so no later than 15 days after receipt
of EPA's nbtice. In any such proceeding, Settling Defendant
shall have the burden of demonstrating by a preponderance of the
evidence that the delay or anticipated delay has been or will be
caused by a force majeu;e event, that the duration of the delay
or the extension sought was or will be warranted under the
circumstances, that best efforts.were exercised to avoid and
mitigate the effects of the delay, énd that Settling Defendant
complied with the reqﬁirements of Paragraphs 59 and 60 above. If
Settling Defendant carries this burden, the delay at issue shall
be deemed not to be a violation by Settling Defendant of the
affected obligation of this Consent Decree identified to EPA and-
the Court. | |

XIX. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

63. Unless otherwise expressly pro&ided for in this Consent
Decree, the dispufe resolution'procedures of this Section shall
be the exclusive mechanism to resolve disputes arising under or

with respect to this Consent Decree. However, the procedures set
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forth in this Section shall not apply to actions by the United
States to enforce obligations of Settling Defendant that have not
been disputed in accordance with this Section.

64. Any dispute which arises under or with respect to this
Consent Decree shall in the first instance be the subject of
informal negotiations between the parties to the dispute. The
period for informal negotiations shall not exceed 20 days. from
the time the dispute arises, unless it is modified by written
agreement of the parties to the dispute. The dispute shall be
considered to have arisen when one party sends the other parties
a written Notice of Dispute.

65. a. -In the event that the parties cannot resolve a
dispute by informal negotiations under the preceding Paragraph,
then the position advanced by EPA shall be considered binding.
unless, within fourteen (14) days after”the conclusion of the
informal negotiation period, Settling Défendant invokes the
formal dispute resolution procedures of this Section by serving a
written Statement of Position on the United States on the matter
in dispute, including, bqt not limited to, any factual data,
analysis or opinion supporting that position anq any supporting
documentation relied'upon by Settling Defendant. The Statement
of Position shall specify Settling Defendant's position as to
whether formal_dispute resolution should proceed under Paragraph
66 or Paragraph 67.

b. Within fourteen days after receipt of Settling
Defendant's Statement of Position, EPA will serve its Statement
of Position on Settling Defendant, including, but not limited to,

any factual data, analysis, or opinion supporting that position
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and all supporting documentation relied upon by EPA. EPA's
Statement of Position shall include a statement as té whether
formal dispute resolution should proceed under Paragraph 66 or
67. Within seven days after receipt of EPA's Statement of
Position, Settling Defendant may submit a Reply.

c. If there is disagreement between EPA and Settling
Defendant as to whether dispute resolution should proceed uhder
Paragraph 66 or 67, the parties to the dispute shall follow the
procedures set forth in the paragraph determined by EPA to be
applicable. However, if Settling Pefendant ultimately appeals to
the Court to resolve the dispute, the Court shall determine which
paragraph is applicable in accordance with the standards of
applicability set forth in Paragraphs 66 and 67.

66. Formal dispute resolution for disputes pertaining to
ﬁhe selectibn or adequacy of any responsé actionland all other
disputes that afe accorded review on tﬂé administrative record
under applicable principles of administrative law shall be
conducted pursuant to the procedures set forth in this Paragraph.
For purposes of this Paragraph, the adequacy of any response
action includes, without limitation: (1) the adequacy or
appropriateness of plans, procedures to implement plans, or any
other items requiring approval by EPA under this Consent Decree;
and (2) the adequacy of the performance of response actions taken
pursuant to this Consent Decree. Nothing in this Consent Decree
shall be construed to allow any dispute by Settling Defendant
regarding the valldity of the ROD's provisions.

a. -An administrative record of the dispute shall be

maintained by EPA and shall contain all statements of position,
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including supporting documentation, submitted pursuant to this
Section. Where appropriate, EPA may allow submission of
supplemental-statements of position by the parties to the
dispute.

b. The Director of the Environmental Cleanup Office
(ECL Director), EPA Region 10, will issue a final administrative
decision resolving the dispute based on the administrative record
described in Paragraph 66.a. This decision shall be binding upon
Settling Defendant, subject only to the right to seek judicial
review pursuant to Paragraph 66.c. and.d.

c; Any administrative decision made by EPA pursuant to
Paragraph 66.b. shall be reviewéble by this Court, provided'that
a motion for judicial review of the decision is filed by Settling
Defendant with the Couft and served on all Parties within ten
(10) days of.receipt of EPA's decision. .The motion shall include
a description of the matter in dispute?.the efforts -made by the
parties to resolve it, the relief requested, and the schedule, if
any, within which the dispute must be resolved to ensure orderly
implementation of this Consent Decree. The United States may
file a response to Settling Defendant's motion.

d. In proceedings on any dispute governed by this

Paragraph, Settling Defendant shall have the burden of

demonstrating that ;he decision of the ECL Director is arbitrary
and capricious or otherwise not in accordance with law. Judicial
review of EPA's decision shall be bn the administrative record
compiled pursuant®to Paragraph 66.a.

67. Formal dispute fesolution for-disbuteé -hat neither

pertain to the selection or adequacy of any response action nor
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are otherwise accorded review on the administrative record under
applicable principles of administrative law, shall be governed by
this-Paragraph.

| a. Following receipt of Settling Defendant's
Statement of Position submitted pursuant to Paragraph 65, the ECL
Director will issue a final decision resolving the dispute.. The
ECL Director's decision shall be binding on Settling Defendant
unless, within ten days of receipt of the decision, Settling
Defendant files with the Court and serves on the parties a motion
for judicial review of the decision setting forth the matter in
dispute, the efforts made by the parties.to resolve it, the
relief requested, and the schedule, if any, within which the
dispﬁte must be resolved to ensure orderly implementation of the

Consent Decree. The United States may file a response to Settling

Defendant's motion.

b. Notwithstanding Paragraph L of Section

I (Background) of this Consént Decree, judicial review of any
dispute governed by this Paragraph shall be governed by
applicable principles of law. Settlihg Defendant may waive any
formal decision by the ECL Director of disputes governed by thié
Paragraph by setting forth its reasons. for doing so in its
Statement of Position to EPA, and petitioning for judicial
dispute resolution not less than 30 days after having submitted
its Statement of Position. EPA may issue a Statement of Position
during this 30-day period.

68. The invécation of formal dispute resolutibn procedures -
under this Section shall not extend, postpone or affect in any

way any obligation of Settling Defendant under this Consent
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Decree, not directly in dispute, unless EPA or the Court agrees
otherwise. Stipulated penalties with respect to the diséuted
matter shall continue to accrue but payment shall be stayed
pending resolution of the dispute as provided in Paragraph 76.
Notwithstanding the stay of payment, stipulated penalties shall
accrue from the first day of noncompliance with any applicable
provision of this Consent Decree. If Séttling Defendant does not
prevail on the disputed issue, stipulated penalties shall be
assessed and paild as provided in Section XX (Stipulated |
Penalties). |
XX. STIPULATED PENALTIES

69. Settling Defendant shall be liable for stipulated
penalties in the amounts set forth in Paragraphs 70 and 71 to the
United States for failure to comply with the requirements of this
Consent Decree specified below, unless e#cused under Section
XVIII (Force Majeure). “Compliance” by:Settling Defendant shall
include completion of the activities under this Consent Decree or
any report or work plan or other plan approved under this Consent
Decree identified below in accordance with all applicable.
requirements of law, this Consent Decree, the SOW, and any plans
or other documents approved by EPA pursuant to this Consent
Decree and within the specified time schedules established by and
approved under this Consent Decree.

70. a. The following stipulated penalties shall accrue per
violation per day for any noncompliance identified in
Subparagraph b: *

Penalty Per Violation Period of Noncompliance

$500 1st through 7th day
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$1,000 8th through 14th day
$3,000 15th through 30th day
$7,500 31st through 90th day.
b. Failure to timely or adequately complete any
Remedial Action task(s) or work in accordance with the SOW or
deliverables and schedules in such deliverables which have been
approved by EPA pursuant to this Consent Decree; and such failure
does not constitute Force Majeure as defined in this Consent
Decree, and prior written consent or approval therefore was not
obtained by Settling Defendant from EPA.
71. The following stipulated pehalties shall accrue per
violation per day for féilure to submit timely or adequate

reports or other written documents, including periodic reports,

required pursuant to this Consent Decree:

Penalty Per Violation Period of Noncompliance
$300 | 1st through 7th day
$750 8th through 1l4th day
$1,500 15th through 30th day
$3,000 31st through 90th day.

72. All penalties shall begin to accrue on the day after
the complete performance is due or the day a violation occurs,
and shall continue to accrue through the final day oflthe
correction of the noncompliance or completion of the activity.
However, stipulated penalties shall not accrue: (1) with respect
to a deficient submission urider Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans
and Other Submissions), during the period, if any, béginning on
the 3lst day after EPA's receipt of such submission until the
date that EPA notifies Settling Defendant of any deficiency:; (2)
with respect to a decision by the ECL Director under Paragraph

66.b. or 67.a. of Section XIX (Dispute Resolution), during the
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period, if any, beginning on the 21st day after the date Settling
Defendant's reply to EPA's Statement of Position 1s received
until the date the ECL Director issues a final decision regarding
such dispute; or (3) with respect to judicial review by this
Court of any dispute under Section XIX (Dispute Resolution),
during the period, if any, beginning on the 31st day after the
Court's receiptlof the final submission regarding the dispute
until the date that the Court issues a final decision regarding
such dispute. Nothing herein shall prevent the simultaneous
accrual of separate penalties for separate violations of this
Consent Decree.

73. Following EPA's determination that Settling,Defendant
has failed to comply with a requirement of this Consent Decree,
EPA may give Settling Defendant written notification and describe
the-noncompliancé. EPA may send Settling Defendant a written
demand -for the pa}ment of the penaltiesl‘ However, penalties
shall a&crue as provided in the preceding Paragraph regardless of
whether EPA has notified Settling Defendant of a violation.

74. All penalties accrﬁing under this Section shall be due
and payable to the United States within 30 days of Settling
Defendant's receipt from EPA of a demand for payment of the

penalties, unless Settling Defendant invokes the Dispute

-Resolution procedureé under Section XIX (Dispute Resolution).

All payments to the United States under this Section shall be
paid by certified or cashier's check(s) made payable to “EPA

Hazardous Substanées Superfund,” shall be mailed to:
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Mellon Bank

U.S. EPA Region 10

ATTN: Superfund Accounting

P.O. Box 360903M

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15251
and shall indicate that the payment is for stipulated penalties,
and shall reference the EPA Region and Site/Spill ID #10D2, the
DOJ Case Number 90—7—1—889/2,.and the name and address of the
party making payment. Copies of check(s) paid pursuant to this
Section, and any accompanying transmittal letter(s), shall be
sent to the United States as provided in Section XXVI, and to
Joseph Penwell at the address specified in Paragraph 52.

75. The payment of penalties shall not alter in any way
Settling Defendant's obligation to complete the performance of
the Work required under this Consent Decree.

76. Penalties shall éontinue to accrue as provided in
Paragraph 72 during any dispute resoluti§n period, but need not
be paid until the following: |

a. If the dispute is resolved by agreement or by a
decision of EPA that is not appealed to this Court, accrued
penalties determined to be owing shall be paid to EPA within 15
days of the agreement or the receipt of EPA's decision or order;

b. If the dispute is appealed td this Court and the
United States prevails in whole or in part, Settling Defendant
shall pay all accrued penalties determined by the Court to be ]
owed to EPA within 60 days of receipt of the Court's decision or
order, except as provided in Subparagraph c. below;

c. If the District Court's decision is appealed by any

Party, Settling Defendant shall pay all accrued penalties
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determined by the District Court to be owing to the United States
into an interest-bearing escrow account within 60 days of receipt
of the Court's decision or order. Penalties shall be paid into
thié account as they continue to accrue, at least every 60 days.
Within 15 days of receipt of the final appellate court decision,
the escrow agent shall pay the balance of the account to EPA or
to Settling Defendant to the extent it prevails.

77. a. If Settling Defendant fails to pay: stipulated
penalties when due, the United States may institute proceedingé
to collect the penalties, as well as interest. Settling
Defendant.shall pay Interest on the unpaid balance, which shall
begin to accrue.on the date of demand made pursuant to Paragraph
74. |

b. WNothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed
as prohibiting, altering, or in any way limiting the ability of
the United States to seek any other remédies or sanctions
available by.virtue of Settling Defendant's violation of this
Decree or of the statutes and reguiations upon which it is based,
including, but not limited to, penalties pﬁrsuant to Section
122(1) of CERCLA. Provided, however, the United States shall not
seek civil penalties pursuant to Section 122(1) of CERCLA for any
violation for which a stipulated penalty is provided herein,
except in fpe case of a willful violation of.the Conéent Decree.

78. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Section,
the United States may, in its unreviewable discretion, waive any
portion of stipuldted penalties thap have accrued pursuant to

this Consent Decree.
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79. In exercising its discretion, EPA may take into
account, among other things, the reason for the non-compliance,
whether Settling Defendant cured the violation in a timely
manner, whether the non-compliance caused delays in completing
the activities under the Consent Decree, and whether Settling
Defendant made a good faith effort to comply with the Consent
Decrée.

XXI. COVENANTS NOT TO SUE BY PLAINTIFF

80. 1In consideration of the actions that will be performed
and the payments that will be made by Settling Defendant under
this Consent Decree, and except as specifically provided in
Paragraphs 81, 82 and 84 of this Section, the United States

covenants not to sue or to take administrative action against

Settling Defendant pursuant to Sections 106 and 107 (a) of CERCLA

for recovery of Past and Interim Response Costs at the Site, for
implementation of response actions fdr.the Simplot OU and FMC OU
Areas of the Site, and for recovery of Fuﬁure Response Costs for
the Simplot and FMC OU Areas of the Site. The covenant not to
sue for Past Responsé Costs shall take effect upon the receipt by
EPA of the payments required by Paragraph 52 of Section XVI
(Reimbursement of Response Costs). The covenant not to sue for.
each Future Response Cost and Intérim Response Cost Payment (s)
shall take effect upon the receipt by EPA of each such payment
required by Paragraph 53. The covenant not to sue under Section
106 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606, for the work to be performed
for the Simplot OU and FMC OU Areas of the Site shall take effect

upon Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA
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pursuant to Paragraph 48.b of Section XIV (Certification of
Completion). These covenants not.to sue are conditioned upon the
satisfactory performance by Settling Defendant of its obligations
under this Consent Decree. These covenants not to sue exfend
onl; to Settling Deféndant and do not extend to any other person.

81. United States' Pre-certification reservations.

Notwi;hstaﬁding any other provision of this Consent Decree, the
United States reserves, and this Consent Decree is without
prejudice to, the right to institute proceedings in this action
or in a new action, or to issue an administrative order seeking
to compel Settling Defendant (1)-to perfofm further response
actions relating to the Simplot and FMC OU Areas or (2) to

reimburse the United States for additional costs of response if,

prior to Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action:

(i) conditions at the Simplot or FMC OU Areas,
previously unknown to EPA, are discovered, or
(11) information, previously unknown to EPA, 1is
| received, in whole or in part,
and these previously unknown conditions or information together
with any other relevant information indicates that the Remedial

Action 1s not protective of human health or the environment.

82. United States' Post-certification reservations.
Notwithstanding any bfﬁer provision of this Consent Decree, the
United States reserves, and this Consent Decree is without
prejudice to, Ehe right to institute proceedings'in this action
or in a new action, or to issue an administrative order seeking

to compel Settling Defendant (1) to perform further response
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"Remedial Actidn.

actions relating to the Simplot and FMC OU Areas of the Site, or
(2) to reimburse the United States for additional éosts of
response if, subsequent to Certification of Completion of the
Remedial Actioﬁ:
(i) conditions at the Simplot or FMC OU Areas,
previously unknown to EPA, are discovered,.or
(ii) information, previously unknown to EPA, is
received, in whole or in part,
and these previously unknown conditions or this information
together with other relevant information indicate that the
Remedial Action 1s not protective of human héalth or the
environment.

83. For purposes of Paragraph 81, the information and the
conditions known to EPA shall include only that information and
those conditions known to EPA as of the date the ROD was signed
and set forth in the Record of Decision.for the Site and the

administrative record supporting the Record of Decision. For

purposes of Paragraph 82, the information and the conditions

known to EPA shall include only that information and those
conditions known to EPA as of the date of Certification of
Completion of the Remedial Action and set forth in the Record of

Decision, the administrative record supporting the Record of.

Decision, the post—ROD administrative record, or in any

information received by EPA pursuant to the requirements of this

Consent Decree prior to Certification of Completion of the

>

84. General reservations of rights. The covenants not to
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sue set forth above do not pertain to any matters other than

those expressly specified in Paragraph 80. The United States

reserves, and this Consent Decree 1is without prejudice to, all

rights against Settling Defendant with respect to all other

matters, including but not limited to, the following:

(a) claims based on a failure by Settling Defendant to
meet a requirement of this Consent Decree;

(b) liability arising from the past, present, or
future dispoéal, release, or threat of release of Waste
Materials outside of the Simplot and FMC QU Areas of the
Site;

(c) liability for future disposal of Waste Materials
at the Site, other than as pfovided in the_ ROD, the Work, or
otherwise ordered by EPA;

(d) liabilify for damages fo;linjury to, destruction
of, or loss of natural resources, énd for the costs of any
natural resource damage assessments;

(e) criminal liability;

{f) liability for violations of federal or state law
which occur during or éfter implementation of the Remedial
Action;

- (g). liability, prior to Certification of
Completion of_tﬁe.Remeaial Action, for additional
résponse actions that EPA determines are necessary to
achieve Performanceé Standards, but that cannot be
required purduant to Paragraph 14 (Modification of the

SOW or Related Work Plans);
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{(h) 1liability under Section 107 of CERCLA,

42 U.S.C. § 9607, for the costs‘of any health assessment or

health effects study cariied out under Section 104 (i) of

CERCLA, in response to a release or threatened release of

hazardous substances from the Site; and

(i) liability under Sections 106 and 107 of CERCLA for
(a) additional response actions within the Simplot OU Area
to address releases of hazardous substances in the off-plant
areas of the Site, as defined in Section 1.3 of the ROD,
other than any_federally permitted release as defined in 42
U.5.C. § 9601(10) and as established by Simplot; and (b)
liability for response costs incurred in connection with
such response éctions.

(j) liability under Sections 106 and 107 Qf CERCLA for
releases of orthophosphates to grouﬁdwater from Simplot
sources other than the phosphogypsum stack.

85. Work Takeover. If EPA determines Settling Defendant
has ceaéed implementation of any portion of the Work, 1is
seriously or repeatedly deficient or late in performance of the
Work, or in implementing the Work in a manner which may cause an
endangerment to human health or the environment, EPA may assume
the performance of all or any portions of the Work as EPA
determiﬁes necesséry; Settling Defendadt may invoke the
procedures set forth in Sectién XIX (Dispute Resolution),'
Paragraph 66, to dispute EPA's determination that takeover of‘the
Work is warranted®under this Pafagraph. Costs incurred by the

United States in performing the Work pursuant to this Paragraph
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shall be considered Future Response Costs that Settling Defendant

shall pay pursuant to Section XVI (Reimbursement of Response

Costs) .

86. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Consent
Decree, the United States retains all authority and reserves all
rights to take any and all response actions authorized by law.

XXII. COVENANTS BY SETTLING DEFENDANT

87. Covenant Not to Sue. Subject to the reservations in

Paragraph 88, Settling Defendant hereby covenants not to sue and
agrees not to assert any claims or causes of action against the
United States with respect to the Simplot gnd FMC OU Areas of the
Site, and Past_and Interim and‘Euture Response Costs as defined
herein, or this Consent Décree, including, but not limited to:

a. any direct or indirect claim for reimbursement
from-the Hazardous Substance Superfund (éstablished puréuant to
the Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C. § 5507) through CERCLA
Sections 106(b) (2), 107, 111, 112, 113 or'any other provision of -
law;

b. any claims against the United States, including
any depaftment, agency or instfumentality of the United Staﬁes
under CERCLA Sections 107 or 113 related to the Simplot-and FMC
OU Areas of the Site, or

c. any claims arising out of response activities for
the Simplot and FMC OU Areas of the Site, including claims based
on EPA's selection of response actions, oversight of response
activities or apptoval of plans for such activities.

88. Settling Defendant reserves, and this Consent Decree is
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without prejudice to, claims against the United States, subject
to the provisions of Chapter 171 of Title 28 of the United States
Code, for money damages for injury or loss of property or
personal injury or death caused by the negligent or wrongful act
or omission of any employee of the Uhitéd States while acting
within the scope of his office or employment under circumstances
where the United States, if a private person, would be liable to
the claimant in accordance with the law of the place where the
act or omission occurred. However, any such ciaim shall not
include a claim for any damages caused, in whole or in part, by
the act or omission of any person, including-any contractor, who
is not a federal employee as that term is defined in 28 U.S.C.
§.2671; nér sﬁall any such claim include a claim based on EPA's
selection of response actions, or the oversight or approval of
Settling Defendant's plans or activities; The foregoing applies
only to claims which are brought pursuagt to any statute other
than CERCLA and for which the waiver of sovereign immunity is
found in a statute other than CERCLA.

89. Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be deemed to
constitute preauthorization of a claim within thé meaning of
Section 111 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9611, or 40 C.F.R.

§ 300.700(d) .

XXIII. EFFECT OF SETTLEMENT; CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION

90. Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed to
create any rights in, or grant any cause of action to, any person
not a Party to this Consent Decree. The preceding sentence shall

not be construed to waive or nullify any rights that any person
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not a signatory to this Decree may have under applicable law.
Each of the Parties expressly reserves any and all riéhts
(including, but not limited to, any right to contribution),
defenses, claims, demands, and causes of action which each Party
may have with respect to any matter, transaction, or occurrence
relating in any way to the Site against any person not a Party
hereto.

91. The Parties agree, and by entering this Consent Decree
this Court finds, Settling Defendant is entitled, as of the
effective date of this Consent Decree, :to protection from
contributién actions or claims as provided by CERCLA Section
113(f) (2), 42 U.S.C. § 9613(f) (2), for matters addressed in this
Consent Decree. Settling Defendant agrees that, with respect to
any suit or claim for contribution brought by it for matters
addressed in this Consent Decree, it wili notify the United
States in writing no later than 60 dayé prior to the initiation

of such suit or claim. For purposes of this Paragraph, “matters

addressed in this Consent Decree” shall mean all response actions

taken or to be taken and all response costs incurred or to be
incurred by any party or any other person or entity, including
any of their 6fficers, directors, employees, with respect to

Simplot and FMC OU Areas.

_92. Settling Defendant also agrees that with respect to any

suit or claim for contribution brought against it for matters
related to this Consent Decree it will notify in writing the
United States within 10 days of service of the complaint on it.

In addition, Settling Defendant shall notify the United States
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within 10 days of service or receipt of any Motion for Summary

" Judgment and within 10 days of receipt of ‘any order from a court

setting a case for trial.

93. 1In any subsequent administrative or judicial proceeding
initiated by the United States for injunctive relief, recovery of
response costs, or other appropriate relief relating to the Site,
Settling Defendant shall not assert, and may not maintain, any

defense or claim based upon the principles of waiver, res

‘Judicata, collateral estoppel, issue preclusion, claim-splitting,

or other defenses based upon any contention that the claims
raised by the United States in the subsequent proceeding were or
should have been brought in the instant case; provided, however,
that nothing in this Paragraph affects the enforceability of the
covenants not to sue set forth in Section XXI (Covenants Not to
Sue by Plaintiff). Settling Defendant does not waive or limit any
defense that it may assert in such subséquent proceedings except
as specified in this paragraph. |
XXIV. ACCESS TO.INFORMATION

84. Settling Defendant shall provide EPA, upon request,
copies of all documents and information within its possession or
control or that of its contractors or agents relating
implementation of this Consent Decree, including, but not limited
to,'sampliﬁg,.analysis; chgin of custody records,
manifests, trucking logs, receipts, reports, sample traffic
routing, correspondence, or other documents or.information
related to the Wotk. Settling Defendant shall also make

available tb EPA, for purposes of investigation, information
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gathering, or testimony, its employees, agents, or
representatives with knowledge of relevant facts concerning the
performance of the Work.

95. a. Settling Defendant may assert business
confidentiality claims covering part or all of the documents or
information submitted to the United States under this Consent
Decfee to the extent permitted by and in accordance with Section
104 (e) (7) of CERCLA, - 42 U.S.C. § 9604(e) (7), and 40 C.F.R; §
2.203(b). Documents or information determined to be confidential
by EPA w;ll be afforded the protection specified in 40 C.F.R.
Part 2, Subpart B. If no claim of confidentiality accompanies
documents or information when they are submitted to EPA, or if
EPA has notified Settling Defendant that the documents or
informaﬁion are not confidential under the standards of Section
104 (e) (7) of CERCLA, the public may be gi&en access to-such
documents or information without further notice to.Settling
Defendant.

b. Settling Defendant may assert that certain
documents, records and other information are privileged under the
attorney-client privilege or any other privilege recognized by
federal law. If Settling Defendant asserts such a privilege in
lieu of providing documents, it_;hall provide the following: (1)
the title of the.dochment,'record, or information: (2) the date
of the document, record, or information; (3) the name and title
of the author of the document, record, or information; (4) the
name and title of ‘each addressee and recipient; (5) a description

of the contents of the document, record, or information; and (6)
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the privilege asserted by Settling Defendant. However, no
documents, reports or other information created or generated
pursuant to the requirements of the Consent Decree shall be
withheld on the grounds that they afe privileged.

96. No claim of confidentiality shall be made with respect
to any data, including, but not limited to, all sampling,
analytical, monitoring, hydrogeologic, scientific, chemical, or
engineering data, or any other documents or information
evidencing conditions at or around the Site.

' XXV. RETENTION OF RECORDS

97. Until 10 years after Settling Defendant's receipt of
EPA's notification pursuant to Paragraph 49.b of Section XIV
(Certification of Complétion of the Work), Settling Defendant
shall preserve and retain all records and documents now in its
possession or contrél or which come into its possession or
control that relate in any manner to thé performance of the Work
or liability of any person for response actions conducted and to

be conducted at the Site, regardless of any corporate retention

policy to the contrary. This obligation does not extend to other

records associated with the operation of the plant. Until 10

years after Settling Defendant's receipt of EPA's notification

‘pursuant to Paragraph 49.b of Section XIV (Certification of

Completion),.-Settling Defendant shall also instruct all
contractors and agents to preserve all documents, records, and
information of whatever kind, nature or description relating to

the performance of the Work.

98. At the conclusion of this document retention period,
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Settling Defendant shall notify the United States at least 90
days prior to the des;ruction of any such records or documents,
and, upon request by the United States, Settling-Défendant shall
deliver any such records or documents to EPA. Settling Defendant
may assert that certain documents, records and other information
are privileged under the attorney-client privilege or any other
privilege recognized by federal law. If Settling Defendant
asserts such a privilege, it shall_provide the United States with
the following: (1) the title of the document, record,'qr
information; (2) the date of the document, record, or
information; (3) the name and title of the author of the
document, record, or ipformation; (4) the name and title of each
addressee and recipient; (5) a descriptién of the subject of the
document, record, of information; and (6) the privilege asserted
by Settling Defendant. However, no docuhents, reports or other
information created or generated pursuaﬁt to the requirements of
the Consent Decree shall be withheld on the grounds that they are
privileged.

99. Settling Defendént hereby certifies to the best of its
knowledge and bglief, after thorough inquiry, it has not altered,
mutilated, discarded, destrdyed or otherwise disposed of any
reqbrds, documents or other information relating to its potential
liability regafding the Site since notification of potential
liability by the United States or the filing oﬁ‘suit against it
regarding the Site and that it has fuliy complied with any and
all EPA requests For information pursuant to Section 104 (e) and

122 (e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9604(e) and § 9622(e), and Section
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3007 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6927.
XXVI. NOTICES AND SUBMISSIONS

100. Whenever, under this Consent Decree, written notice is
required to be given or a report or other document is required to
be sent by one Party to another, it shall be directed to the
individuals at the addresses specified below, unless those
individuals or their successors give notice of a change to the
other Parties in writing. All notices and submissions shall be
considered effective upon receipt, unless otherwise provided.
Written notice as specified herein shall constitute complete
satisfaction of any written notice requirement of the Consent
Decree with respect to the United States, EPA, and the Settling
Defendant, respectiveiy. Whenever notice to the United States is
required, Settling Defendant shall send such notice to the U.S.
Department of Justice and to EPA as specified herein. Where
notice to EPA is required, Settling Defendant need not send
noticé to the Department of Justice.
As _to the United States:
Chief, Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment and Natural Resources Division
U.S. Department of Justice
P.O0. Box 7611
Ben Franklin Station
Washington, D.C. 20044

Re: DJ #90-7-1-8891/1
As to EPA:
Wallace Reid
EPA Project Coordinator
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue’
Seattle, WA 98101
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As to Settling Defendant:

Mr. Pat Avery

Project Coordinator

J.R. Simplot Company

999 Main Street, P.0O. Box 27
Boise, ID 83702

XXVII. EEFECTIVE DATE

101. The effective date of this Consent Decree shall be the
date upon which this Consent Decree is entered by the Court,
except as otherwise provided herein.

XXVITI. RETENTION OF JURISDICTION

102. This Court retains jurisdiétion over both the subject
matter of this Consent Decree and Settling Defendant for the
duration of the performance of the ptovisions of this Consent
Decree for the purpose of enabling any of the Parties to apply to
the Court at any time for. such further order, direction, and
relief as may be necessary or appropriate'for the'construction or
modification of this Consent Decree, or.to effeétuate or enforce
compliance with its terms, or to resolve disputes in accordance
with Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) hereof.

XXIX. APPENDICES

103. The following appendices are attached to and
incorporated into this Consent Decree:

“Appendix A” is the ROD.

“Appendix B” is the SOW.

“Appendix C” is a model Environmeﬁtal Protection Easement
and Declaration of Restrictive Covenants.

* XXX. COMMUNITY RELATIONS

104. Settling Defendant shall propose participation in the
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community relations plan to be developed by EPA. EPA will
determine the appropriate role for Settling Defendant under the
Plan. Settling Defendant shall also cooperate with EPA in
providing information regarding the Work to the public. As
requested by EPA, Settling Defendant shall participate in the
preparation of such information for dissemination to the public
and in public meetings which may be heid or sponsored by EPA to
explain activities at or relating to the Site.
XXXI. MODIFICATION

105. Schedules specified in this Consent Decree for
completion of the Work may be modified by'agreement of EPA and
Settling Defendant. All such modifiéations must bé in writing.

106. Except as provided in Paragraph 14 (“Modification of
the SOW or related Work Plans”), no modifications shall be made
to the SOW without written approval of EPA and Settling
Defendant. |

107. Nothing in this Decree shall be deemed to alter the
Court's power to enforce, supervise or approve modifications to
this Consent Decree.

XXXII. LODGING AND OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

108. _This Consenﬁ Decree shall be lodged with the Court for.
a period of not less than thirty (30) days for public notice and
comment in accordance with Section 122(d) (2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
§ 9622(d) (2), and 28 C.F.R. § 50.7. The United States reserves
the right to withdraw or withhold its éonsent if the comments
regarding the Consent Decree disclose facts or considérations

which indicate that the Consent Decree is inappropriate,
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imp;oper, or inadequate. Settling Defendant consents to the entry
of this Consent Decree without further notice.

109. 1If for any reasen the Court should deeline to approve
this Consent Decree in the form presented, this agreement is
voidable at the sole.discretion of any Party and it may not be
used, in whole or in part, as evidence in any litigaﬁion between
the Parties. _

XXXIII. SIGNATORIES(SERVICE

110. The undersigned representatiye of Set;ling Defendant
and the Assistant Attorney General for Environment and Natural
Resources of the Department of Justice certifies that he or she
is fully authorized to enter into this Consent Decree and to
execute and legally bind such Party to this document.

111. Settling Defendant hereby agrees not to oppose entry
of this Consent Decree by this Court or EO challenge any
provision of this Consent Decree uniess“the'United States has
notified Settling Defendant in writing that it no longer supports
entry of the Consent Decree.

112. Settling Defendant shall identify, on the attached
signature page, the name, address and telephone number of an
agent who is authorized to accept service of process by mail on
its behalf with respect to all matters arising under or relating
to this Consent Decree.. Settling Defendant hereby agrees to |
accept service in that manner and to weive the formal service
requirements set forth in Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure and any applicable local rules of this Court,
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including, but not limited to, service of a summons.

SO ORDERED THIS DAY OF , 2000.

United States District Judge
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTIES enter into this Consent Decree in the

matter of United States v.

Company,

Date:

Date:

J.R. Simplot

relating to the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site.

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

BRUCE GELBER

Section Chief

Environmental Enforcement Section

Environment and Natural Resources
Division

U.S. Department of Justice

Washington, D.C. 20530

SEAN CARMAN

Environmental Enforcement Section

Environment and Natural Resources
Division

c/o NOAA Damage Assessment

7600 Sand Point Way, NE

Seattle, WA 98115

(206) 526-6617

-D. MARC HAWS

Civil Chief

Office of the United States
Attorney

District of Idaho

P.0. Box 32

Boise, Idaho 83707

(208) 334-1211
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Chobpe P

CHARLES E FINDLEY /

Acting Regional Admlnlstr or,

Region 10

U.s. Envmronmental Protection
Agency :

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101
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CHARLES E. FINDLEY

Acting Regional Administrator,

Region 10 : :

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency :

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTY enters into this- Consent Decree in the

matter of United States v. J.R. Simplot

Company, relating to the

Date: 3 ol

Agent Authorized to
Party:

Name:
Title:
Address:

Tel. Number:

Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site.

FOR J.R. SIMPLOT COMPANY:

R ld Graves _ .
Vice-President, Secretary
999 Main Street, Suite 1300
P.O0. Box 27

Boise, Idaho 83702

Accept Service on Behalf of Above-signed

Ronald Graves
Vice-President, Secretary
999 Main Street, P.0O. Box 72
Boise, Idaho 83702

(208) 389~7312.
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION EASEMENT |
AND |
DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS

is Environmental Protection Easement and Declaration of Restrictive

Covenants (hegeinafter “Agreement”) is granted by

under Instrument (*“Grantor™) , in favor of FMC

Corporation, Highway 58 West of Pocatello, Post Office Box 4111, Pocateilo. Idaho

83202, and the J.R. Simplot Oqmpany, Post Office Box 912, Pocatello. Idaho 83204

(“Grantees™). Grantor being the owqer of the real property located in C.oumy,
Idaho, described in Exhibit “A” attached™ereto and incorporated by reference as if set
forth fully (the “Property”™), for valuable <;o \deration paid by Grantees, the receipt and
sufficiency of which are hereby acknowiedged, herspy Grants to Grantees an

environmental protection easement and adopts the covehqnts, conditions and restrictions

set forth herein which shail apply to and run with the Properix,

1. Background Purpose. The Property is located at o

conditions and restrictions set forth herein are necessary to ensure the development

use of the Property in a manner consistent with the current environmental law and the us

and character of Grantees’ Facilities.
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Restrictive Covenant. The Property shall not be used or ceveloped for

use, including but not limited to single and multipie family dwelling units
and other facilitigs used for living quarters. Additionally, extracting ground water at the

property for human onsumption is expressly prohibited.

3. Environmental Protection Easement. Grantor grants to Grantees a

contnuing right of access at all reasonable times to conduct ongoing environmental

monitoring and inspections, including, without limitation, sampling of air, soils, and
water, and to verify that no action is Seing taken on the property in violation of the terms

of this agreement.

4. No Public Access or Use. The Property will not be open to public access

or use. Grantees may construct and maintain, at their expense, such fences, gates and

signs as may be necessary to prevent public access or\use. Access and use shall be
limited to Grantor, Grantees, and their agents, representatves and employees.
within or on the Property, and any conveyance or transfer covering or describing any part
thereof, shall be subject to the environmental protection easement. co¥enants, conditions
and restrictions contained herein, and any such conveyance or transfer thakis not
expressly subject to this easement, covenants and conditions shall be void or viidable.

By acceptance of such conveyance or transfer, each transferee or grantee and each &f his

heirs, successors, transferees or assigns agrees with Grantor and each other to be bouni

by the covenants, conditions and restriction contained herein.
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Partial Resale. Lease or Sublease. The sale. subdivision. leasing and

subleasing & a portion of the Property shail be prohibited unless each such portion
resulting from s\ch sale, subdivision. i=asing or subleasing meets all of the requirements

contained herein an¥ contained in any applicable, valid governmental ordinances and

regulations.

7. Notice Requirement. Grantor agrees to include in any instrument

conveying any interest in any Rortion of the property, including but not limited to deeds,

leases and mortgages, a notice whikh is substanually in the following form:
NOTICE: The interesticonveyed hereby is subject to the
effect of an Environmenta] Protection Easement and
Declaration of Restrictive Gpvenants, dated

, 199__, rexorded in the Public Land
Records in the Office of the Coynty Recorder of

County, Idaho, as Recorder’s In

Within thirty (30) days of the date any such ifgtrument of conveyance is

executed, Grantor must provide Grantees with a certified\rue copy of said instrument
and, if it has been recorded in the Public Land Records, its rechrding reference.

8. Enforcement. The environmental protection easeément and restrictive
covenants granted herein are contractual in nature. Grantor, Grantees\and any person,
corporation or other entity who hereafter asserts or claims any right, title\claim or
interest in and to the Property, whether as successor in title or otherwise and\whether
voluntarily or by operation of law, and any person, corporation or other entity ¢

by, through or under Grantor or Grantees, or their heirs, assigns or successors, or ankof

them severally, shall have the right to enforce the restrictions contained in this Agreemen
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this Agréement shall be eatitled to recover all costs of such action. inciuding reasonable

attorney fees.

9. Rederved Rights. Grantor reserves all rights and privileges in and to the

use of the property which are not incompatible with the restrictions granted herein.

10.  Notices. ANy notice, demand, request, consent, apprdval Sr |
communication that either party\desires or is required to give shall be 1n writing and shall
either be served personally or sent By first class mail postage prepaid at the address
above indicated for each party.

11. General Provisions.

11.1  Controlling Law. The intelpretation and enforcement of this
Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State &f Idaho.

11.2 Binding Effect.. This Agreement shal| remain in full force and
effect, run with the land and bind all persons obtaining or succeéeding to an interest in the
Propenty after the date hereof until released. Grantees may release Wis Agreement in full
or in part at any time consistent with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ‘
requirements. |

11.3  Severability. The determination that nay provision of thi
Covenant is invalid shall not affect any other provision of this Covenant and the oth

provisions of this Covenant shall remain in full force and effect.
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11.4  No Forfeiture. No waiver of the breach of any provision of this
Agré: ent shall constitute a waiver of a subsequent breach or forfeiture of any provision.
No right of action shall accrue for or on acccunt of the failure of any person to exercise
any right createqd by this Agreement nor for imposing any provision. condition. restriction
or covenant whicf&siy te unenforceable.

11.5 Liberal Construction. This Agreement shall be liberally consoued

to affect the purpose of this Igstrument. [f any provision of this instrument is found to
be ambiguous, an interpretation Eﬁistem with the purpose of this instrument that
would render the provision valid shail*ge favored over any interpretation that wouid
render it invalid.

11.6 Entire Agreement. This Ygstrument sets for the entire agreement

between the parties with respect to the rights and resmictions created hereby, and

supersedes all prior discussions, negotiations, understandings, or agreements rejating

thereto, all of which are merged herein.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF. GRANTOR HAS EXECUTER) THIS

AGREEMENT THIS DAY OF , 199

GRANTOR:

(Grantor’'s Name}| \
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NTEE:

For FMC Cotypration

GRANTEE:

For J.R. Simplot Company )

————

AN

e




